“Calhoun 


Institutional Archive of the Naval Postgraduate School 





Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive 


DSpace Repository 


Theses and Dissertations 


1993-06 


1. Thesis and Dissertation Collection, all items 


Application of the minitrial in Department of 
Defense contract disputes 


Stream, Chris K. 


Monterey, California. Naval Postgraduate School 


http://ndl.handle.net/10945/26385 


Downloaded from NPS Archive: Calhoun 


DUDLEY 
KNOX 
LIBRARY 





http://www.nps.edu/library 


Calhoun is the Naval Postgraduate School's public access digital repository for 

research materials and institutional publications created by the NPS community. 

Calhoun is named for Professor of Mathematics Guy K. Calhoun, NPS's first 
appointed — and published — scholarly author. 


Dudley Knox Library / Naval Postgraduate School 
411 Dyer Road / 1 University Circle 
Monterey, California USA 93943 

















sorte f*,, * fine, oy & 
* Were 6 "he t s * ef AA. a? 
o> ee te | 1 "se aft “ 
ee sonal ik ee 
satad ptt it“ f4 ST Atk: 
‘ Ne ha one 

ie oé atop eee f 


nes ee Seep NS 
WET oe a ifosee g A 
serene eieonn 
re «'@ td an d ace i te 
. a PD ee: Q ea ‘ ‘y ay Teese 
Meade ed bets r idan 

on oy hs "u 


oF! om 
Ay ves, f al se an ican ris Ee 14 ae BS airy pitas 
fe 




























ty * anore 
ape Get ree 
wy e eae ots 












rece 
RUS, er 
rea, 


“ 
tes HS. 


4 
Se ats 


Si a hay 


. oe © Tle, ee, vd titty 
4 5 $8 aye: they 





* 
' 


















fe on ate a 
Wala erearen ‘Qe gt Db aor 
ss byte cece gauges ae < 






























Oe ' 
ee ee 


aed, AY aE ug . 





Ne PY Ae Nee inn: Saar Tihs 23 tgs 
ii 15 400% dyes. “tetra sles i waa iiih icy set 
LOS Oe. sek, See EI Mg agi sy at meaty fins Aden ee 
RCRA RTE ee aoe Set ae eat as Rea Wenrece 
tas Dad oi s® 


pas vse 5 wane 
Fart 





Arie Ordre Gey Oates 
% epee Cawlege 
* 106 Pee : 
fie Pi 






















Wea & 


Sem 6 4 
trast 
ie 


At 0 








sift fat 88 










qree tae 





ne oe 
e4 Seaceans . 
































































































































































































































































































































































































































erry 

AF pat “tif La: wit 

. rene * \. Ont. 
Ver cs \ 





" oN fete eh siete 
Mas rterths Ra a Sa a 
iy Ces $4°ser: a rf 4, 3 Pa te Mt kd 
e el . % A Ae Riis Pina e seat Eats fe Bd Fhe i caine i P bist wa . ane tha 
o, 2 fe Ge : t Ar i bee" ai Vol ae} Sey e, sbidy a ray 1] } ware ie Tels ts an s is ‘d eet 
’ a eesiea tee 4 i Ser be ie ue as ! Worked Cie hylan ee ier, epee mo aa 0 “Havana 
1. 6 ate A va © ata® ene Yehf adatetwivees as rimhaatehite < fet i sti rats bine Be tas s oath “ Vere! t! i i uf a ne ie ‘2 {ist ates 
Be ate teense cometh agi, anal e 9 PRET AER IRD Aa Ng toa enone Rebates 2 
any at 7 vapeae a4 Seamet se. cttul be a Nes ot 
sername ae . hee MCI nEeE be al ae Pai youve Pants nitades ae wy geese eS ; if i sae Spay See 7 
‘ a . ice Sur ete te H tea i $ Sea yer Yylery “a * 
oc Opes ca by ees ' t eitie: abe ee - 4 jab e is st aie » Bpvoe et Auer ‘ es ist vis we hina, Athy cneuaeee ex cae 
b 4 e ° : ry ‘ ‘ 4 BELT MT e oer ttn 95 i= 4 feel 
¥ sets . ™: \' he Cayo . ® e 4 
aN af “ol } i ‘. ‘ae ae he a Seni Rely sae RP é Bhyighy ae Eeaiey ot etna Tie es 
: ‘ “gee “ in ‘4 in 4 : 4s Er’ tte bs 
. JeBe Iya c OR Sts 6 yi ste Aetie § WE te ots ye (eat aM Weaumtan went rhe ae eo 
e Cr a | e ° a a | #iRekye q'¢ a4 ays 4, oe Uebel jo Tra eae 
’ lee \ o18y $ ry] @e iy et hakge wt eevee om tye} AD Ba OF 4. | ore Pat old 
a . ig a " Rt ps beet, uk Fy 4 ate ry a) aie Mi Pes akon: ced roo 
earsi ; s Sao ‘4 Asis 3 4 ae hanes ee te ” Dy : ake: Mie tat easels sy salt, fe ugha ® vdetes 
Lie ve ' < Sut a estes ith EV Ho a Prieta i 1, gees oy Pat Pathe Sey tS ig oat oth 
o a% Ory Sm eo Be eee et te ode us 5 Rei! he Ste Ry ate wees utr Ayegrase: See 0.95 x Oy 4h f 
cere |. Hy Fe crank atleast giants cetnertia Pay sane a ake, i oe eee Ss 
J . a . e Pa) qe e ‘ 2 hg 
te ed ; : x tote y atthe gt eg’ . egtalsheacie iit Feat RTOS F tin 40 Ah tae 8 n) pe oth od wet eis SL a3 ani: e 
. dae Que: Pi - aytenee begs "Seen wt ' bathe Inn @ wees 4 taee a! ST ie as vies He Uke hat Site . AEN Pea Sd a nae it wires bed Pee ihe iS Sasa 2 
hn es hf STAR LL a ne tei chit etiam eects aus Prey ea we eet tk 
. ee se gens, onli SEAT ee. wpe: maghy te: ‘ . 
; #¥a1 1, 108 ees ie eof an cit at a" Vt iste fete hi Mean yee ts tte PRAT os eth Solas af ie Si Ly < 
with freyate VERSA aS CL MT PET ae SO eee ty asa teed ed tet er weeds aie Dendte Wide oto boty ae 
a: Vols abys ane f° a Fea, W Neat Sal ia! fadlas QUGAEL peasy Ae Hs a ae 4 mi Tae Resta bas nis Fie 
hy SU pVEPRL Sag ote h i Oyo Sat ots, #4 _ ging: 4 iN. ; na BG 
Ps rete aee ar , “Ssh 1 . en or ‘s Be vi i 
Pa i “at 24" witogua’ Ie fe ' Alt its anita n oe e 4 pt rss 
SS. of so te Ng! 0.4 een ANF ti +445 i ee at iw 
of 1 © D0 He: ‘ id ag . Ste aise, ae x fone 5 
sie ches, yy Ory ® dye viol Ye ‘ evs i me 
5 oe | i HY . hae ur Ne. oe sie oF 3 ite nena e snes vay 
Tgotet Qe iatal est meth a ' ao Mieke rhe Feel te La TO Ui | r%, ae Up ote of deen e Fine’ 
MH estate hae naeata aka DEMO UTES aA tae 
Sogn LIN ved ga dt aU pas rained ae rm sarish i Bef Oh ae Ek Ay’! o's 
Py At Ty 34 ry te fAs wage want oF a nt eG 
2 1M 1 qe wy > Hy a fo ep te i re tty ty sont eeu, ree e F ¥ 
e te “ie at} ee " ’ 


= 141 Salo} 
? 


sherk ¥ Kits weet aM 
' 


Pave 
ee wt a shi y 






ROT BOM Ary Prey set's, 
‘re Meche t 3307 tes : 
<8 2% : 





share suited 
anol ey 
Meat he as Safi kdst sm 





























see lah rE 





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































PEE YS 3 Nyt gts eeg* af SR An a0 6 * Sey bar 
we a % : ang'a Vakates sat bart rY 
' piel tates ain x! 3 ts ai seiegrianens I ptghtreh moder : 
e ¢ : t Da rara 
gek otaedl semen SURE dey OPEL DLA Terie Seay tat state ‘ide baton ; 
: Stee at These sae ye Mees Aas eS lene eaten) ee : 
tk eee OH ay PTH bee Meee “Jeter lye ada ae Qatar bys ; wre rd 
’ ‘ Ss eek Se er be ot tea! mats Ee HE : sh ie TH 1: : ny] 4 mete RRR U TA te a ees a 
Ud eed t ry . ; . = ie 
~~? cooly = Yeltaness see setae te ois vats, eT Mode oe) if etree i tay PACE Pat iisiat' {ORS gost Arte fi od Ebbets sais 2 idee Ye cto exe 
Me Sy e woiwe. $ 8 ‘ H b ‘ - 
Ate, ga my ara ee Res tao “ a : Reraae Roar atari MARNE ite tee Lo 
i aie ates " a ‘ Be spate H 3 tes a rae tyne $y. a ibe vt athe ae =3 Fe Py 
ANS EMESASG LUNE 288 coaSen ec’ gee patient Bide ren ie By sis y ge oF : naa ad ¥ ately Whvaeb ace ice 
Sb ase shitter debe c sendy ndedeuat st na tphedg os Nae Aste noat ty Qh atg icant nd set iterate ah Wed Warts ets ac aberal 
ctl ndoes ait Me sas anh ted thy dy ott oa rte tee Beale, stig bs 5 geet fa Pres vig Lape 
ind g OF Man a] ite dyed cee tN x A sles ae rehesss tora aie Sue. ae Tae OF « 
, oe TPE tect if Pateety totale es sg ats Cas 
ier bad $8 POR AES ot Poe Toate ite ‘ars it Pin : 1A de Aon Me EE Eee A 
G eheiyie eft eat Gi yet a taps tpt tt eve i AU Roy Han Sera tis OB Sid aot 
a an i © Et hid toey tage ci BEI Ay tals! theese ath yi eee ey : Eg AOE lg yt 
oN TAUNEE ES SoHG ESOS Tre vege ata Prue bhatt dc eeassale aehikn eet tA tans Aurws ae any ey, 
te yer ad ths AMG Hob F 1eseg myc HS meee +) tes Abas ees Wee ont Tie. ve Grated tsas. % - Pale of 
ahe§, DT aay ae ob tis pth stipe ve HT YF a aie t a aie ah Doh agen eat a“: ites’ Lf ore 
"ast ot ¥ ed ut = ig Wit : sath ; reo re wie P +e ; A 6% Pn . iptate Se", 
faa! . 4 f 
: ‘ ayia ftir Pa Pity ahh ; Sof ae’ fe raas SI ei SEE 
ue : 204 pt 3,°4 ts a te aH afer eat Hai H a ase 
P 1m). ach: Coe “ IAS OT ogo 8 war ‘ ' a 
Fae t . as CNH ce f ilee Mi ine? ae tale AP 1 < »? Peg syoue ieaMe ctl ont at ot Hh af: cv anntee ay riers tar ode + Pd Ae. 
rot ae ea pink Ss ane eA EGR ae af ca An RE APE racist Biovuntcns ty hiv 
e Sohoo tatetk fgets QS vrayoge RACE rer Ls Lets A i aaa yA, 
es : eh . ae H oy Pi Ap ; age Met cael Bttg S Reise y! Cut oe thet “ged aul be. Hi sae he by: al eR ne ae 7A 2 
eeo4 s ay thee 1% * NY i}e ie hs . = og a ah? ees 
<= I a Te ia aL Fr qe ite ue Mlitim ae 4d ins ay ir eed Lae eye rt Sean { oe cee , AS" nae 
On ae ‘ pia eet mal Ree nests ‘ bs Py + aofyse 
ae 4 *: bed yp safe « 5. pax - We Pao tay 
sae 6 ; 7 q 4%G by ue 
ie an ae Aetileigitldan tanga gee ee Seen oe 
: f igs Qo! “eee ' Ne ts} eho tat eG REEL Le 
M Re e ots o6 vat te at 3 t} ty H Tattle ene: igre: as 1¢ . 
: «of F ; seats. er eed i mosis bef fe aes: aie oe Tree hi Ns arte me et ites, x 
ae! °3 ‘ vaarar. § ‘ iw Save: aaa ae ey eagion if Ly Cie We deGAte, (7 te Massive ot. 
tS mete! sf uaimes cetie 7 AT Rec PAT ana he ye 
a See. OF om. (88 Rend impene toothy cteeQte, s50 8 ear aly bins sia fe aati ee Gtatt ? Reecrceis, Bees til eeoas Ny Wath ys ele ie 35, 
ay 1 oospe Bt gt oS Beata atest) “AAS PA ae beh of BD ze D ees be miei ae kd 
TA , ‘ . a qty reed Pesacresey View 084 Setrest. - ae Fi f°: Byers 25 Spe Pi a ree ais y 
8 : : ¥ ee “49 9 2 “4 "Oh. AGA ak ’ ” A pteg ¥  f . ‘ e 3: he ¢ it 
: a ves Statin nih 8 Gaye oe Ki Tere ae cade GR Liab tn aCe! SL it 
t. Savin Ad i wu 4 45° " beetitel Cheer Pee | Pl brie te! 2.2 ot rf vars er St 
os A 74 ty Saewes candeeys AD gtitetiahay st Baste ra «a i” ne ‘ Her is a 
5 bee sqiGinde ce 0, Mh wes aes 4 sighetts gNeditd' raga 000 te Facg by ight er ha be ie vue 
‘ 24 FN. ° ag 1 oh *4. in Soe ‘ 45554 Iai? teh tadoey a raj ign gows3 sa ge :*, 
Ae fe pit whe wa neice Fabs ssaeh en gag ¢ (. WAY Ses 
as ep gh Poteet be neu tta : 
' ¢ . or ‘ on dS opts H edhe “ “ eck aint Fi 3 
: Pesce nine aa ™ does me ghee Waa Ay te A AU) Se ny 
a oe) sos. | 2 fhe wers je ot if i U Re ache : 2 at L A ose Tet ins i ‘ Cate ae 7; pada wth ‘ 
: Stand fs 7] = ma $e° 14 . + ger eale oy natty ; Pett ta yok 
cal if ia ' ’ a: Pago. : zis F iA . “gH Afi Sy sataee fares Sanpete et 
i ¢. vata ¥ de t. 2% . i . Pate te Re toe 1. es + 
sect, lace Sane : ¢ 2 ° e 24,56 wahg'y s +H ad B04, ee Boba 3 
hia 98 te re? eee Matis eee phd te i Ln ety attcs te fester 
Bnet 0 te nt thn > guste eed: ' "Se . 0 5 05 ys | ZI + ; at A 3 eae oy toni 
Supstdeo a a on mel sp lees pees toes , ‘ +P ge badge: ver ass ms ; Fongiae 6-4 % 
AE gatsbet 6 Ageturmea tage This g a ptt, Hat i. Ee ain : be Spa Ge, ave aedt Pr nay ‘haga (: " 
HP 5 way ode H wie a 
cee tee at at Na aries The ceae® aay wetl iy Ant stteas hk Ala we 
o Vong en ge § we tein ea tee i wa “cae e i: wats wis eee Ay 
1g, 3, Fi ita Hige ‘a: , ' g ; *. i 
eae a He ae ° e rt a3 dak an aa >% ti: £ so rf § £4.55 ene i a sahenge D 
bp neur ees 1480 . . iy a “$3 i ra 3 
Cecaaetns 7 th au bag OFF A ps ta fey ce ae “tet sie! sien : Sty +f] oP poe tae 4: aH," ae fa 7 
oy Poe at a o> * ec FA fi rongy rer a | Te eth tiny Les rT] otal "4 >? reg se %? fatie® * “7 , 
- ae 8 tee ines CCD Pn ee ed Od * Leo Be § tt peeked tht Bf Raeh eect ee a a 
Perry mig raat ° evga thet plore “ay gheldse ¢ aleiay it # "Eby te bite 53 y sag vee ae 
. an ? oe *% Ooi aPts whee she’ 9 ¢o* ALG, *anteasare 4% an, ghee bd 405 cy wa Serr 4 = at 
re ; « tree eet Sa H ‘ 4 sega ts PL ert | 19 Shire © jh ‘ Arey 1.5 Hed} . 
a %s0 0 : % ing qiey rane .* oo ia spe datas ; a : septa ty i* 
owe Ot te : NOLS P DOE TEER T Aedes Opis dah ec o%e CAN tgsad seven nets ay oT) 
Ae A ’ 4, : rs oe eee ' rn, 4 ae nates gra us Be tee reel Sri, Fs rf it 4% e™, 
ont +) EC) os ICE ORE Ia eS tane AN ERTIY Be 48 bets ghia seats ? i | gts? rae ase ity rat phos tute oot 
Te oh ice er RPL Lies Cun Cee ae eH NaS Migy at isi nye ev ¢ 
sty § on be 2 Setrcrvtigan alt ace ht arsTh “aye La Ee ak Ye BTM Fe Ses 
TAME? Tasiare oR oad Sogn at ¥ en ; ; 4 sees ea ea nega on! 3 Peat SPAR Fig Raha MT Me ela he = 
ial he coo reope gar oH afin Te teleg @ y Fs 4 ‘ Vag ve seen, - Wi A ba ‘tg de (aimee. Poet hit Ot ity j mye ast Le a9 ay >i Rack whee 
Par raed wey cing pik igt us oa 1. ae © page 1a : $a : : F H rag tins tedene” Sighs 5 dn agag’ ja hs a Pei Bong + 
ta 2 sow ‘ a4 4.40 eo.8 Le Basia 3 c “he hh H para t: “iy t ; Stee yee foees 
e . Pe ee ate od Neveee 4 oth satus ja t, met th rs ae eh vara ange a r +A Sera fl, qin’ ti 
tat ie US Pn pot ney feet SL Es He slpetnd dgusits- 1 wghae ms ret we pat aS ss rye at Fes 
. ; P , ve reg? Ue t ; Dnt dial 
Perum tgitent. ~Lcovane chinrencs rag testees wind wilt 5 } “ el. panto ii tes Rita bys 
Ptyordae anges , 2 H z ‘ 
‘ ests yt USL tab tvend soo tee orag tit vite nit Masaweery A weet § waa 
7 Petrol so toate Ve cg tiys aly i 





ey if 


ttedly ey aaf Ta a 


te? ye B82 
: see eat ey, Ung hs 
Le bal tons one a4 wot soeteay ¢ 


ee % 
Ana aie MF ore ger oe on 





% ce 1y8 18 gen Fol b. fatd 











































< rk 
ae ee eta Py "5 


fe out cae a Laan 
. = Oe nd, t eas Pr A ord i eh gat at SO, 
ite eT ae Tepe iee gay pce hh 
bp hy 
ZEb ym dlite gs 


¥ ato Dot say? Ld 










wart 





















oY ae Bot | wea Dye Saag 
Fix pe hye at: Ly Deas 
43,555, sid4ah pate tb 





ia FF ee ae aig 
Ae 







































































Sy 
Oita Bs 
. ry ety he’ 20g Ny pe kes 
MIT ot yh Te Poh Wedd pitelodiee Aen Peg h a0e as tan 
HY Ue ar re tigate gta fea Ra Pr rata Heat et Tepe gettin <9 ng 
; Hy ba Ne RD , nfenes 88% et seh 5 4 
° ee as ica te AY testy? he qittet wh i Pia sti pate i "f Leds S Sebi eustde sues : igh ape te kth 4 pe 
‘ OU: ibe | ay 109 ode fo aa {yack ax at a DA de a3 Poe Alek 9 ay ai oe “Re Oe hb Jo La ee aad 
iat atl tae oft: fart ee Safed Fe i Pwo ee ARC aah 
ele tat Lan BALE ose ; H oF AL tage © ty e) = : . 
' tut, aa ts raat ane A re rhatys Pos a beds mee ea awe ay TE heal bel 












‘ runed 
hah gash ome ¢ atyeoe Shera d a 


Cried veers Sas 


a” dete Dep 
nites: Sin ee aig gi ses gaige 
Cop % mi) 4 Ls 
etiet Ae ae 7, ae 5 ies iaceraee oe os tre 


ats etganks a 








Pa dategra sar fi asf a pats hese 4 sane: 
nr settee eis te Phar ot Ly rireth Ph eh be 


Ang : sass 






















Ait is 
CY 
res "o38 































*y aM ce uted 
tee’ oo Uo rit as eitnes cas. 
" “i att) eye © aeSmn Ty v 4 Feat Ula 

¢ eae Eettpat “PS yrhen i 

“i Wy 4 WYee 
tye s4Pte 
‘ot: Oath shy 4 tie! toe 








ay 













Ong cae vi Whee 
fy i. 





eu siete 
Bog fan vreke i att 
Crete a 

vt O Rasebetarn 







































































































































































































































WEA apd orbs oa 17 Teese gee, 
hin ee wt ats Oye, i 
tag 4s A eea tay tty: Pewepee gieeee $ 
” PO LIRAS f, y? : : :, tan rae: 33 
r . te = a aSte joa" tees ee 
rr ayn 
hats Jasin td - S: key, ? Tena 
d etek ee yege ui esate 2 4 a 
. + AS ig° * ah hs oe tee pretest sits wah se nr Lee gag mevees ES 
: ° ‘ols ey se 7 : aut ¥ 48, OS ciel oie tate qaey Siatarq hea: OF beret hak 40 pe ifemiiges bats 
-_ es Carrara mate eet ttt ee 4 haay a3, a Longin toe Pinan an ee Ties, Pipe nears pats 
aa Ba jl ; ae rey ,°¢ : th soit at speciaty By ie a! ates By i, nt KA eg ‘sins sth et ASA HN 
OR Bo a ee pecee Ac iteee i Bie ao Baoriten fa pitas Sarg 
dies nef Pa ail é Me cd iphone eee re wes nets USS ioe Sect td be Sarto 
He pe % P Fr §tFoiate-@ : 
wyoedl ne eri y aha tsi ee selena ayetee co ties trait aeesataer see 
«Pal gge ter Py i bell Sh ej 
Rei ie spn ate: Kh ee eh ob hal he pet es ieee acura see ! Ne Rito f 
jd 3 ry . iE 7H of SDR hy a) iN wiley THN at node mg edges strlen’ ¢ oe 
etait Teeipay ieee via aa oe bi eure een sess rs fee Ex ey 
: Hy its Berle ante ively Pits oa Shamanr Palaneretetyn’ye ear areas 
ve apstatac ds lat aaa aad oa ne gs 2b. Tis eats ase a 
‘ of a 
ie acinar tae ove taba o Aad les ees vate 
Rina ok a soe 5 PAE RCo eh oy ae 
ave, . ee ies arse jem ; elses atte eae cagaby ry 
1 Sty gttcat Sr hat Old ehcth, ra Cres tama bye mace Ft ag treat iat path 
BL Pe my its id ded mate ity s se ee " Fi 
dice ates 4 it nth vt, a a be ore fe ee ¢, ogi imared # snus ra 
5 a. ne sta bata Ve rat usparrsy aed coxa ae eater pH ee eee simmered: 
’ Mies cattinnes shire urate " Pee Oe erect piglets i eornak 4 stares om duit 
> i © etfe i ve ee 
ag 0 ota, tS eon E ha rgte ’ hier ee yy doy o 
pi te ay Fo pies a Be a 















eastern sees 


“aie 4 ras 
eee ie es on eae tes 
ne ‘ntnead lin oa Boat 


a feaat ys te pie i 


Wd 4,9 
i, rat get’ 





* 
aaa PON ee 

2. 4, rity ye tale 
ite Gt G6. 
ns Sree 
5 ae ha " 
ee Seiten ae et <9 









i : 

deat od 
Lr i ee 
Co er OT be) ws 




















‘ “a ¢ Le) 
Hy hes z} one wt £0 
‘See, finigke aie sae 

Rede eben geteeete set 
Rr Aa ett Ss 























2 “heivesre pred 
tic eS Be Sonat 4 


‘yy hg! Stat ie 
















? opiegst HS 4 vat f ih Tea 
.e tebe ‘se eset 































































































































































































































Paths RIG a! eh vay ns, ‘ee "Voaty Seq is ys Fi ' 
a pas “rue Pie thay Ln i oli; tamusist 
ideal aie wate vio, 4%, ot: it erat en te mated oraedy +a) cists an pea Sus 
Ce a an * ose i era ok eg od phyeey, it i . 
ayy Lats 4 46 Sue rayeys Bag 8 a ty ni id aa se 
! is I, > os AK te ant ma tt rats z e 
So) i Ps a : ¢ Ra vee aS, 
ORO Bhd oP a 3 “Py 4 ot¢4, yee ees 3% Be _ ren fort 
"23 t dee 0 et : feda's ate. fea aan ae e894 ieaegt eee atetgsee he ra 
ren adetta ell ety ace oe nm eae aeres wis fae ats Stas a4 pate 
’ 7a aogea web teat shad ips f° a 'go4 ofa op , f 
They a at yin} ae) 1°90" et dayii eo 4 Pdert hos, ey ee 
ig it "4 is aouatete eect Tih Ligh. vial ates me pais 
i nee eftutapwlr t paris Bae aves we pantie 
Py 4 "si int shee ee . it Biers ghar Wee ye Ks Bate ere shegatee * Rertee eae es rere S 
tan 4 Py «$34 Racy i i) Bits of 4 *) ate "9 j npn one te Posie Sat es ees eat Romneet eo 
ees et E : ‘¢ ait sa eh Saulocg cote detgt be ty aye ite ty Cagis vue tnt dae ? pe na | ER Sen ed 
PEt sie ahead aes bed eh H4tl f Me rey en Be aad i) WAH Sect ae apne 
Sore 3 Pain sian it Pe a sats a ae ght ae er 
Pp le athe "4 %,° ot ego e ‘ 
et’ bef ey aig, f ‘ ith , ‘ Fae Syl sats ot Freairte : ste ia her Ee 
Ly tse hastisig Ite Hh, i 














a atisthee 


‘2 Romane 5 


cat 
“880 oes 





- 
=< 


Fie 
tary, 
se 





wen 
eu, oe 












































































































i gi ' 
aN Hart ont ork i, igh , 
4! Visteayhtins Bu i cata taee: ye 
Ay B A  remlore 2 
iat, : ald 
WHY a “ te es ooh 
a ale 
eae’ 4 rh?) ocd ¥ 
sae . Thay ) oh 
aa Bet mek c) Fans 3 i eee 
eat Hy tee ed a 
ee a Cp% og hy ie’ a inner ? Sia og eg oglye 
’ ri ee vit vi ‘ a “Ia q rae ah rt af it Wish ue a 
od E oF : 


a zat st bia'e 


penance 


Tieie sie cea 


ints 


Ate) Lu 
Bath 
723 a ene 


“ts Tey, eiger! 
t- oe cites a 
eR ob iA 









Pee art one, s 
ee ‘ WA ae ae i a i 1 i as A 





DUDLEY KNOe oo 
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
MONTEREY CA 93943-5101 








Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited. 
Application of the Minitrial 
in Department of Defense Contract Disputes 
by 
Chris K. Stream 
Lieutenant Commander, Supply Corps, United States Navy 


B.S., Saint Louis University, 1981 


Submitted in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree of 


MASTER OF SCIENCE IN MANAGEMENT 
from the 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 


JUNE 1993. 2 


Department of ee ee 


REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 
la Report Security Classification: Unclassified 1b Restrictive Markings 


2a Security Classification Authority 3 Distribution/Availability of Report 
2b Declassification/Downgrading Schedule Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited. 


LY) 
‘ 


4 Performing Organization Report Number(s) 5 Monitoring Organization Report Number(s) 
6a Name of Performing Organization 


Naval Postgraduate School 


6c Address (city, state, and ZIP code) 
Monterey CA 93943-5000 


8a Name of Funding/Sponsoring Organization 


6b Office Symbol 7a Name of Monitoring Organization 

(if applicable) 36 Naval Postgraduate School 

7o Address (city, state, and ZIP code) 

Monterey CA 93943-5000 

6b Office Symbol 9 Procurement Instrument Identification Number 

(if applicable) 

Address (city, state, and ZIP code) 10 Source of Funding Numbers : 


Program Element No Work Unit Accessiv_ 


11 Title (include security classification) APPLICATION OF THE MINITRIAL IN DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CONTRACT ) 
DISPUTES | 


12 Personal Author(s) Chris K. Stream 


13a Type of Report 13b Time Covered 14 Date of Report (year, month, day) 15 Page Count 
Master’s Thesis From To 1993, June 87 


16 Supplementary Notation The views expressed in this thesis are those of the author and do not reflect the official policy or positi 
of the Department of Defense or the U.S. Government. 


17 Cosati Codes 18 Subject Terms (continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number) 


Field [Group [Subgroup _|Minitrial, ADR, contract disputes, CDA of 1978. 
(i nr ene (ls eee 


a a MS 5 
19 Abstract (continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number) 

Contract disputes between the Department of Defense (DoD) and its contractors are steadily rising. This growth in Government contract litigation is 
fueled in large part by the myriad of procurement regulations and laws that now permeate the acquisition and contracting arena. 

This thesis first explores previous Government attempts to arrest the proliferation of litigation through the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, and then 
discusses initial attempts at utilizing alternative disputes resolution (ADR) methods as alternatives to traditional courtroom battles. : 

One such ADR methodology is the minitrial, which has been used successfully by private industry since the early 1980’s. Details of a “typical” min 
are provided, including its advantages and disadvantages. Additionally, criteria are established to assist in determining whether a minitrial would be bene: 
in resolving disputes between the DoD and one of its defense contractors. 

Finally, recommendations are presented for utilizing ADR, specifically the minitrial, as a viable alternative to litigation. 





20 Distribution/Availability of Abstract 21 Abstract Security Classification 

__ unclassified/unlimited X same as report __ DTIC users Unclassified 

22a Name of Responsible Individual 22b Telephone (include Area Code) 22c Office Symbol | 

Nancy C. Roberts (408) 656-2742 AS/rc 
DD FORM 1473,84 MAR 83 APR edition may be used until exhausted security classification of thi ' 


All other editions are obsolete Unclast| 


aE 


ABSTRACT 


Contract disputes between the Department of Defense (DoD) and its contractors are steadily 
rising. This growth in Government contract litigation is fueled in large part by the myriad of 
procurement regulations and laws that now permeate the acquisition and contracting arena. 

This thesis first explores previous Government attempts to arrest the proliferation of litigation 
through the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, and then discusses initial attempts at utilizing alternative 
disputes resolution (ADR) methods as alternatives to traditional courtroom battles. 

One such ADR methodology is the minitrial, which has been used successfully by private 
industry since the early 1980’s. Details of a "typical" minitrial are provided, including its advantages 
and disadvantages. Additionally, criteria are established to assist in determining whether a minitrial 
would be beneficial in resolving disputes between the DoD and one of its defense contractors. 

Finally, recommendations are presented for utilizing ADR, specifically the minitrial, as a viable 


alternative to litigation. 


iL. 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


INTRODUCTION 0. (=. oe 
A. BACKGROUND 

OBJECTIVES «29s «_. ae 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS ..... . 
SCOPE ..20o.eneee eee ee 
LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS . . 


LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 


Q yy mM OD AQ BD 


ORGANIZATION OF STUDY ...... . 


LITERATURE REVIEW-GENERAL ....... . 
A. PBACKGROUND “2082 ..\.8-s) Moe 
B. CONTRACT DISPUTES ACT . 
C. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTES RESOLUTION 

1. Arbveracion =~ sme oe 

2.) Mediatrvone > 2s ame. skeen 

3. Negotiation». ..2 . .2.)0-ee eee 
D. MINITRIAL DEFINED 2. 32-0 eee 


E. CHAPTER SUMMARY 2. . 25 .2)2 5. eee 


iv 


~~ EY KNOX LIBRARY 
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE 


S ) 
MONTEREY CA 93943-5619) 


Ill. ULITERATURE REVIEW-MINITRIALS ......... . Z0 
Pee enG ROUND eam cn. . WMS 2. ee 20 

7 ANIONYP EINE) NES SSE ES PM 
ieee Ss ON CY. meee Go Eee 6 ke ee Za 

2. Preserves Business Relationships ...... 25 


3. Allows Selection of a Knowledgeable and 


Nevibial AGvVisor . “(6eyeeeee 1 ww ke oa 

4. Enables Parties to Design Process ..... 28 

5. Allows Creative Problem Solving ...... 28 

6. Maintains Confidentiality ......... 32 

7. Saves Time 5 Ge wg ns 2 & fous oe A 34 
Sore RE NGS 6s “Geers. 6 6 6 es se Oe le le 35 
(eeUNE Ani arti te eee eM Ske CTC. 36 

ea, hactical USenor *bitigation =... 6. ok ss 38 

Bp eeererment Of Liability@e. “eles «. .. 2 = . 38 
See see ee eer. UU, wk lk 39 
SeboeGaleRuULInNGSM. 2). . See 6 we wee 39 

6.) Witness Credibility 279s . 2 ew ww 41 
PemargGe aIIGGMeneS: = . 296 « «os « 6 6 8 «© 6 &% 42 

8.) NCCGIRG@rwamditiiny eres ee ww tw lk lk 42 

Dre CHAPTER SUMMARY). me... 2902s st et ltl el tl tl 43 
IV. APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE .... . 44 
Be OVERCOMENGSORBSTACINS @ieemyenicecueyne sw lw lk lw ls 44 
B. CONDITIONS NECESSARY TO PRODUCE SUCCESS .... 477 


Negotiate Ground Rules 
a. Issues (ites we 
b. Discovery 

c. Obligations 

dad. Participants 


e. Itinerary 


rh 


Evidence 

g Documents 

h. Neutral Advisor 

i. Confidentiality eee 

qin. COSTS: —.. eee 

k. Pending Litigation 

Limit Preparation Time 

Abbreviate the Hearing 

Present "Best" Case .. . 

Select Knowledgeable and Neutral Advisor 
a. Catalyst for Compromise ...... 
b. Bridges the Gap... . 

c. Establishes Procedural Ambience . . 
dad. Clarifies Values and Worth... . 
e. Deflates Unreasonable Expectations . 
f. Facilitates Continuation of Negotiations 
g. Promotes Acceptance of a Solution . 
Hold Settlement Talks Immediately ... 


Provide for Confidentiality ..... . 


vi 


47 


48 


48 


48 


48 


49 


49 


49 


49 


50 


50 


50 


58 


52 


52 


54 


54 


sy) 


55 


5) 


SS 


56 


56 


56 


57 


C. CATALYST FOR THE FUTURE 


D. CHAPTER SUMMARY ... . 


V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS SUMMARIZED 


B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 


C. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 


APPENDIX A... 


LIST OF REFERENCES 


INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST 


Vil 


59 


60 


62 


62 


55 


67 


68 


15 


78 





I. INTRODUCTION 
Abraham Lincoln, one of America’s greatest Presidents and 
lawyers, once said: 

Discourage litigation. Persuade your neighbors to 
compromise whenever you can. Point out to them how the 
nominal winner is often a real loser--in fees, expenses, 
and waste of time. As a peacemaker, the lawyer has a 
Superior opportunity of being a good man....Never stir up 
litigation. A worse man can scarcely be found than one 
who does this. [Ref. 14:p. 113] 

A. BACKGROUND 

Contract disputes between the Department of Defense (DoD) 
and its contractors are presently being settled, with a few 
exceptions, using the procedures outlined in the Contract 
Disputes Act of 1978 (CDA). This law permits DoD contractors, 
who have a dispute, to utilize either the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals (ASBCA) or the U.S. Claims Court. The 
Government’s methods for resolving contract disputes are 
incorporated into both the Federal Acquisition Regulation 
(FAR) and the Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation 
Supplement (DFARS). 

Government contracting officers and contractors have had 
both difficulty and disagreement with some aspects of the 
CDA’s procedures. The adversarial tone of the legal 


formalities, in many cases, ends up becoming a self-fulfilling 


prophecy, when solid business relationships are destroyed over 


legal and technical jargon. These disputes should not have to 
become a win-lose situation, where one "side" is completely 
"right." Additionally, the CDA process is very time-consuming 
and in many cases, the cost of settling claims may be higher 
than the value of the claim itself. 

Within the private sector, some of the largest and most 
respected corporations have utilized other dispute resolution 
methods as alternatives to the traditional courtroom battles. 
Companies have shown a willingness to forfeit some legal 
safeguards in order to gain an expedient solution that 
maintains a worthwhile business relationship. 

These alternatives have become known collectively as ADR 
(Alternative Disputes Resolution). There are three primary 
ADR mechanisms; arbitration, mediation, and negotiation, and 
numerous variations and combinations. One such hybrid is 
known as the minitrial, which has slowly emerged as one of the 
leading ADR choices among the defense industry. With the 
number of disputes being taken before either the Boards of 
Contract Appeals or the United States Claims Court steadily 
rising, the DoD has begun to pursue other methods in resolving 
them. Unfortunately, there has not been much guidance, to 
either contracting officers or defense contractors, as to how 
to utilize ADR methods, specifically, the minitrial, in 


resolving disputes. 


This thesis will analyze under what conditions, and for 


what benefit, the minitrial should be undertaken in resolving 


a dispute between the DoD and one of its contractors. 


B. 


Cc. 


OBJECTIVES 

This thesis has two principal objectives. They are: 
1. Provide information about the minitrial explaining both 
how it was developed and how it has been utilized in the 
past. This will also include specific details on the 
makeup of a "typical" minitrial, including its advantages 
and disadvantages. 
2. Establish the applicable criteria to be used in deciding 
whether a minitrial would be beneficial in resolving 


disputes between the DoD and one of its defense 
contractors. 


RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
1. Primary Research question 
Under what conditions, and for what benefit, can ADR 
minitrials be utilized to successfully resolve DoD 
disputes? 
2. Subsidiary Research Questions 
a. What types of disputes are most adaptable to 
minitrials? 
b. To what extent is the minitrial being used in 
contract dispute resolutions? 
c. What have been the barriers to implementation of 


the minitrial? 


d. What are the cost and time savings associated 
with implementing, where applicable, the 


minitrial? 


D. SCOPE 

The scope of this thesis is to provide background, 
references, and recommendations so that DoD contracting 
officials can make intelligent decisions as to when minitrials 
could and should be utilized. 


The areas focused upon included: 


1. Background on the history and requirements of the CDA, 
including the Board of Contract Appeals and the U.S. Claims 
COUEE . 


2. Basic definition of ADR and its three primary 
mechanisms. 


3. Identification of the specific ADR method known as 
mMinitrial. This method is defined and its process analyzed 
and explained utilizing actual examples. 


4. Development of criteria which provides a basis for 
determining the applicability of using a minitrial in DoD 
contract disputes. 


The areas which were excluded included the following: 


1. There was no in-depth analysis of other ADR 
methodologies, including those hybrid models previously 
used by the Department of Defense or other Federal 
Agencies. 


2. There was no attempt to imply that every, or for that 
Matter any, contract dispute is identical. Every case is 
unique, therefore, the contracting officials need to 
utilize good sense and sound business judgment. (Of course, 
some legal advice from the agency’s legal department should 
also come into play!) 


3. There was no attempt to generate empirical data. Only 
existing data and information were utilized for this 
thesis. _ 

E. LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

This study is limited by its lack of empirical data 
relating to DoD contract disputes, or for that matter, any 
Federal Government Agency disputes. There are data and 
evidence dealing with the successes of the minitrial when used 
by the private sector, however, the actual examples of 
Government use are minimal. Therefore, the recommendations 
and conclusions were developed using primarily non-empirical 
data. 

Additionally, this thesis was written under the assumption 
that the reader has a need for an ADR guide to the minitrial, 
and its potential uses for DoD contract disputes. 
Additionally, it is assumed that the reader has legal 


expertise or has such expertise available. 


F. LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The literature search concentrated oon information 
available from private and public agencies that specialize in 
ADR research and advocacy. Approximately 100 books, articles, 
reports, and hearings were reviewed during the course of this 


research. Of these, 35 were actually referenced. Almost all 


of the research and data were provided by practitioners and 


consultants in the ADR arena and included: 


1. Law and textbooks on the different ADR methods. 


2. Current magazine articles from mostly business and legal 
publications. 


3. Research papers and several studies done mostly by or 
for Government agencies. These included the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Department of Justice. Numerous 
documents were obtained from the ADR source book published 
by the Administrative Conference of the United States. 


4. Training materials published by the Corps of Engineers 
and several private contracting organizations. 


5. Hearings on the use of ADR held by the Judiciary 
Committee in the House of Representatives. 


G. ORGANIZATION OF STUDY 

Chapter I presents the basic research questions, 
methodology, scope, limitations, and assumptions of the study. 
Chapter II summarizes the literature and focuses on the 
Contract Disputes Act, alternative disputes resolution, and 
the definition of a minitrial. The minitrial technique is 
further broken down in Chapter III, with an in-depth 
presentation of its advantages, along with specifics as to 
when it would not be practical to utilize. Chapter IV is an 
analysis of what conditions are necessary in order to produce 
success and when a minitrial would be beneficial for the 
Department of Defense. The final chapter presents conclusions 


and recommendations concerning ADR and the minitrial. 


II. LITERATURE REVIEW-GENERAL 


A. BACKGROUND 

Statistically, civil and criminal Government contract 
litigation has exploded from a specialty into an established 
field of practice within the last fifteen years. For example, 
in fiscal year 1990, the Armed Services Board of Contract 
Appeals (ASBCA) docketed just over 2,000 new appeals, a 225 
percent increase over new appeals docketed in fiscal year 
1980. [Ref. 33:p. 4] The United States Claims Court has 
encountered a similar rise in the number of _ cases. 
Additionally, the American Bar Association’s Public Contract 
Law Section reflects this expansion by an increase in 
membership of over 50 percent in the latter part of the 
1980’s. Coupled with the tremendous growth of the private bar 
is an equally impressive growth in the Government sector. 

The growth in Government contract litigation has been 
fueled, in large part, by the myriad of procurement 
regulations and laws. Changes in the procurement arena such 
as the Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) along with 
corresponding changes in the Federal Acquisition Regulation 
(FAR) and agency supplements have further added to the need 
for additional attorneys. Also, the Defense Contract Audit 


Agency (DCAA) has greatly expanded its ranks of auditors 


responsible for ensuring compliance with the new procurement 
laws and regulations, further complicating the equation. [Ref. 
cs ore 74) 

Among the new laws that have increased Government contract 
litigation is the creation of the position, Office of 
Inspector General. This individual is tasked with the job of 
ferreting out fraud, waste, and abuse, however manifested. 
[Ref. 25:preZzg3 ] The net result is a completely new climate 
in the Government contract field, highly adversarial, and very 
litigious. 

The relationship between the Government and the contractor 
has deteriorated, in many cases, from one of partnership, to 
one of adversaries. Even the Packard Commission concluded its 
lengthy study by stating, "nothing merits greater concern than 
the increasingly troubled relationship between the defense 
industry and the Government." [Ref. 24:p. 9] Also, the 
unprecedented peace-time increase in the defense budget during 
the 1980’s, coupled with the cut-throat drawdown of the 
1990’s, must be included as causative factors. Together, 
these divergent forces have contributed to the tremendous 
growth in Government contracts litigation, and the need for an 


alternative method to resolve disputes. 


B. CONTRACT DISPUTES ACT 
When discussing the use of Alternative Disputes Resolution 


(ADR) in the context of Government procurement, the Contract 


Disputes Act of 1978 (CDA) must first be explored. The CDA 
created a uniform dispute resolution process applicable to 
acquisition contracts entered into by executive agencies. The 
term "executive agency" is defined as including wholly owned 
Government corporations, of which there are thirteen. [Ref. 
34:p. 602(a)] The CDA process iS mandatory, since the FAR 
requires that a disputes clause incorporating the CDA 
procedures be included in all agency acquisition contracts. 

The CDA process is fairly straightforward. The CDA 
requires that the contractor involved in a Government contract 
dispute obtain a final decision from the contracting officer. 
The contractor can then appeal to either (1) the appropriate 
Board of Contract Appeals (BCA) or (2) the United States 
Claims Court. Appeal from a decision of a BCA or the Claims 
Court lies to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit, but the United States can only appeal from the BCA if 
the agency head so decides and the Attorney General approves. 
[Ref. 4:p. 67-69] 

The first step in the CDA process is to attempt to 
negotiate and settle the dispute. If negotiations fail, the 
next step is to seek a final decision from the contracting 
officer. For claims involving $50,000 or less, that decision 
must be made within sixty days of when the claim was filed. 
[Ref. 34:p. 605(c)(1)] In situations where the claim involved 
is more than $50,000, the contracting officer need only decide 


within a "reasonable time," but must inform the contractor 


within sixty days of receiving the claim how long that 
reasonable period will be. [Ref. 34:p. 605(c) (2)] The 
contracting officer’s findings of fact are not binding in any 
subsequent proceeding. The final decision must be in writing, 
Stating the reasons for the decision and informing the 
contractor of his or her right to appeal. [Ref. 34:p. 605(a)] 
After receiving the contracting officer’s final decision, 
the contractor can appeal to the appropriate BCA within ninety 
days. Appeals to the Claims Court must be made within one 
year. [Ref. 34:p. 606] Both forums have similar discovery 
procedures and the same remedies. However, an important 
advantage to appealing to the appropriate BCA is that, in the 
case of claims of $50,000 or less, the CDA imposes deadlines 
on the BCAs. For claims involving $10,000 or less, ("small 
claims") the contractor may elect an expedited procedure that 
requires a single Board member to issue a decision within 120 
days whenever possible. [Ref. 34:p. 608(a)] There is no 
judicial review available on a small claims decision. For 
claims involving $50,000 or less, the contractor can elect an 
accelerated procedure, in which appeals are to be resolved 
within 180 days, whenever possible. [Ref. 34:p. 607(f£)] 
Board of Contract Appeals members are appointed and serve 
in the same manner as administrative law judges. Resolutions 
of BCA disputes is to be "informal, expeditious, and 
inexpensive." [Ref. 34:p. 607(b) (1)] Any appeal from the 


BCA’s decision to the Federal Circuit must be taken within 120 


10 


days of receipt of the BCA decision. Appeals to the Federal 
Circuit from the Claims Court must be brought within thirty 
days. Findings of fact, but not law, are final and conclusive 
if supported by substantial evidence. [Ref. 23:p. 3] 
Notwithstanding the Congressional objective of providing 
an inexpensive alternative such as the BCAs for litigants to 
pursue appeals, the highly judicialized rules of practice and 
procedure used by most BCAS and the complex nature of many 
Government contract claims has eroded this objective to the 
point that appeals at the Boards often take as long, if not 
longer, than many courts. [Ref. 18:p. 54] For example, in 
most appeals before the BCAs, the litigants are given 
extensive discovery rights that include written 
interrogatories, and oral dispositions. [Ref. 5:p. 96] The 
documents found in discovery are then, in part, added to the 
already existing appeal file or administrative record prepared 
by the contracting officer by way of exhibits or supplements 
to the appeal file. The only limitation placed upon discovery 
is relevancy. The administrative record becomes even larger 
during a hearing on the merits when testimony and exhibits are 
admitted into evidence. Administrative judges have been known 
to allow marginally relevant evidence into the record, despite 
objections on grounds such as hearsay, repetitiveness and 
relevancy. [Ref. 5:p. 104] After an often voluminous record 
is closed, the litigants prepare extensive and detailed post- 


hearing briefs and reply briefs. The briefs are usually a 


aaa 


lengthy discussion of the facts with extensive legal arguments 
following. A decision by the Board may take up to a full year 
or even longer in some instances, after the administrative 
record closes. [Ref. 18:p. 57] 

Another factor to consider is that the ever-expanding 
Government contracts bar has begun to use novel and 
unconventional legal theories before the BCAs. These 
approaches had not been previously used in the field of 
Government contract law and their injection further impeded 
the CDA’s objective of a practical, informal, and expeditious 
method of resolving disputes. [Ref. 9:p. 39] 

Under the CDA, contractors and the contracting officer are 
theoretically given wide latitude to negotiate a resolution 
after a contractor has submitted a claim. There are some 
restrictions imposed on a contracting officer’s ability to 
settle a claim, such as Agency approval, and oversight by the 
General Accounting Office, the Office of Inspector General, 
and Congress. [Ref. 29:p. 44] However, at the claim Stage, 
these limitations are not as great of a constraint to 
settlement because the contracting officer is still very much 
in control of the claim. The only difficulty with settlement 
at this stage is trying to overcome the contracting officer’s 
rationalization of an earlier decision. 

Once an appeal has been filed with the BCA or Claims 
Court, the parties tend to become entrenched in their 


positions. Contracting officers are sometimes reluctant to 
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settle a claim after an appeal is filed with a BCA because 
accountability usually militates against settlements on any 
ground except legal liability. [Ref. 19:p. 30] According to 
a spokesman at the Civil Division of the Department of 
Justice,the Government cannot settle a case simply to save 
litigation expenses. [Ref. 29:p. 46] Moreover, agency 
attorneys are now taking a more active role, further 
sensitizing the contracting officer from overstepping his or 
her authority or acting without superior’s approval. Finally, 
in actual practice, contracting officers tend to "hold out" 
any settlement discussions until discovery is nearly 
completed, because they know that the cost of discovery is a 
strong incentive for the contractor to settle, while not such 
an important factor for the Government. 

The mere fact that an appeal has been filed often signals 
a breakddwn in the negotiation process, and the probable 
hardening of positions of all parties. It is precisely at 
this stage, before filing an appeal, where the greatest 
flexibility and latitude for settlement exists. [Ref. 20:p. 
21) The parties have not yet incurred significant litigation 
costs, nor have they escalated the dispute to their superiors 
or actively sought legal assistance. However, the dispute has 
"matured" to the extent that each party usually understands 
the strengths and weaknesses of their own case. It is at this 
point, not after the appeal has been filed, that ADR should 


begin. 


13 


C. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTES RESOLUTION 

Alternative disputes resolution refers to a "broad range 
of mechanisms and processes designed to assist parties in 
resolving differences. These alternative mechanisms are not 
intended to supplant court adjudication, but rather to 
Supplement it." [Ref. 31:p. 1] While use of these mechanisms 
have grown, especially in the last ten years, Americans have 
been resolving disputes privately for centuries. Historians 
have traced the use of ADR as far back as the 1660’s when it 
was utilized by the Puritans. During the 1880’s it was used 
by many of the Christian utopian communities. Also, during 
the same period, Jewish immigrants from Europe had their own 
tradition of resolving conflicts outside the established legal 
System. "The Dutch in colonial Amsterdam, the Scandinavians 
in the Midwest, and the Chinese on the West Coast, also 
employed frivate ADR as a vehicle of ethnic solidarity. [Ref. 
12 peers |" 

Alternative disputes resolution provides an opportunity to 
resolve conflicts creatively and effectively utilizing the 
process that best handles a particular dispute. It is useful 
for resolving many disputes that never get to court, provides 
a means of settling 90 to 95 percent of the cases that are 
filed in court, as well as preventing disputes from 
developing. [Ref. 12:p. 24] 

Today’s models for ADR were developed during World War II 


where grievances arising under collective bargaining 
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agreements were handled. These grievances were assisted by 
the American Arbitration Association or the Federal Mediation 
imideeconciliation» Service. =~ (Ref2 31:p. 3] From these 
circumstances and historical events, four goals of the 
alternative movement emerged: (1) to relieve court congestion, 
as well as undue cost and delay; (2) to enhance community 
involvement in the dispute resolution process; (3) to 
facilitate access to justice; and (4) to provide more 
"effective" dispute resolution. [Ref. 31:p. 4-5] 

There are three primary ADR mechanisms and processes that 
are utilized depending upon the type of complaint, the parties 
involved, and the settlement desired. They are as follows: 

1. Arbitration 

This 1S a private, voluntary process where a neutral 
third-party decision maker, usually with specialized subject 
expertise, is selected by the disputants and renders a 
decision that is binding. Arbitration can also be a 
compulsory, non-binding process which must be done before 
going to court. Each party has the opportunity to present its 
proofs and arguments at the arbitration hearing which is less 
formal than a court of law. [Ref. 7:p. 9] In compulsory, non- 
binding arbitration (often called court-annexed arbitration) 
if the parties accept the award as a judgment, the litigation 


is terminated. If one of the parties rejects the award and 
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demands a new trial, nominal sanctions may be imposed on the 
requesting party. [Ref. 7:p. 11] 

2. Mediation 

Normally this is a private, informal process where a 
party-selected neutral assists disputants in reaching a 
mutually acceptable agreement. In mediation, the primary 
responsibility for the resolution of a dispute rests upon the 
parties themselves. [Ref. ll:p. 218] The mediator at all 
times should recognize that the agreements reached in 
negotiations are voluntarily made by the parties. It is the 
mediator’s responsibility to assist the disputants in reaching 
a settlement. At no time will a mediator coerce a party into 
agreement nor attempt to make a substantive decision for the 
parties. [Ref. 1l:p. 234] A mediator must remain neutral and 
impartial, free from bias or favoritism. 

3. Negotiation 

Usually an informal, voluntary unstructured process used 
by disputants to reach a mutually acceptable agreement. At 
the option of the participants, the process may be kept 
strictly private. There is no third-party facilitator, 
although the parties may appoint individuals such as attorneys 
to represent them in the negotiation, if desired. No limits 
are placed on the presentation of evidence, arguments, or 


interest. [Ref. 28:p. 17-19] 
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These three processes, arbitration, mediation, and 
negotiation are often combined in various ways to produce 
another set of ADR mechanisms. One such "creation" (and the 


subject of this paper) is the minitrial! 


D. MINITRIAL DEFINED 

The minitrial has been defined as a nonjudicial, 
abbreviated presentation of each party’s case to one 
representative of each of the disputants. [Ref. l1:p. 169] 
These representatives, or principal participants, will attempt 
to negotiate a resolution of the dispute both during and 
immediately following the hearing. The principals are unique 
in that they have been vested with sufficient authority to 
unilaterally resolve the dispute at hand. By selecting their 
own principals as the decision makers, the parties retain full 
control over resolution of the dispute, instead of submitting 
it to a third party (court or board) for decision. The 
parties may elect to employ a "neutral advisor," either a 
legal or technical expert depending upon the requirements of 
the particular case, to assist the principals in negotiating 
a settlement. Typically, the minitrial consists of a short 
hearing (not more than two or three days) and period of 
negotiation (not more than fifteen days) following a brief 
period of discovery. Ideally, the entire minitrial process 
can take place in about ninety days following the execution of 


the parties’ agreement for minitrial. The agreement document 
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is highly specific to the requirements of the subject 
minitrial, and may require a planning period of some weeks to 
properly draft. The planning period should not be neglected 
or underemphasized, for the parties should form an agreement 
that best reflects the needs of the case at hand, and 
establish a hearing and decision making process which is both 
expeditious and complete. 

In summary, the minitrial is a private, consensual 
proceeding where counsel for each party to a dispute makes a 
shortened presentation of his or her case before the top 
official with settlement authority for each side, and usually, 
a neutral third-party advisor. Minitrials share the following 
characteristics: [Ref. 16:p. 45-47] 

1. Parties negotiate a set of procedural ground rules (a 
protocol) that will govern the non-binding minitrial. 

2. Time for preparation is relatively short (between six 
weeks and three months) and the amount of discovery is 
relatively limited. 

3. Hearings are usually no more than two days. 


4. The case is presented to representatives of the parties 
with authority to settle. 


5. Immediately after the hearing, the representatives meet 
privately to negotiate a settlement. 


6. If a settlement cannot be reached, the neutral advisor 
May render an advisory opinion on how he or she thinks a 
judge would rule if the case were to go to court. 

7. The proceedings can be confidential. 


Appendix A is an example minitrial agreement published by 


the Department of Justice (1992). 
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E. CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter first discussed the tremendous growth in 
Government contract litigation during the past decade. 1g8 
then provided background on the Contract Disputes Act of 1978: 
both its history and its methodology. Alternative Disputes 
Resolution was then explored via a definition and examples. 
Those examples were arbitration, mediation, and negotiation. 
From these three primary methods, a hybrid method of resolving 
disputes was introduced. That method, the minitrial, was 
defined and its seven distinct characteristics were provided. 

Chapter III will provide extensive literature review as to 


both the advantages and disadvantages to the minitrial. 
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III. LITERATURE REVIEW-MINITRIALS 


A. BACKGROUND 

Minitrials are no longer a novelty or aberration. To the 
contrary, among those who have used the minitrial to settle 
disputes are some of America’s most respected corporations. 
The list includes Allied Corporation, Amoco, Austin 
Industries, Continental Can, Control Data Corporation, 
Gillette Company, Shell Oil Company, Union Carbide 
Corporation,and Wisconsin Electric Power Company. Moreover, 
the types of disputes settled through the minitrial process 
are varied; they include contracts, antitrust, product 
liability, insurance claims, construction, trade secrets, and 
employee disputes. [Ref. 32:p. 89] The minitrial has proved 
its worth not simply as a theoretical technique, but as a 
practical device of widespread, including Department of 
Defense, utility. 

The minitrial has seven distinct advantages over 
conventual litigation when it comes to resolving business 
disputes. Those advantages, with specific business examples, 
follow and also include appropriate applicability to 


Department of Defense contracting. 
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B. ADVANTAGES 
1. Saves Money 

There is no statistical repository for legal expenditures, 
either in conventional litigation, or in the ADR arena. 
However, there are numerous examples where the cited savings 
in legal expenses are in the tens of thousands of dollars. 
Austin Industries, Inc., a large Dallas-based construction 
company, has used the minitrial to settle rancorous 
construction disputes at a savings of some 97 percent of 
normal litigation costs. [Ref. 20:p. 23] Unlike most 
minitrials, the Austin minitrials gave a two week breather 
between presentations of each case. The neutral advisor was 
then required to issue a report on what he thought the outcome 
would be if the case were to go to court. The parties settled 
on the advisor’s term within about two months. J. David 
McClung, Austin’s general counsel, states that his rule of 
thumb is that anyone who litigates loses. [Ref. 20:p. 24] For 
that reason, he has often proposed minitrials in the midst of 
a dispute, and in fact "just the suggestion has several times 
facilitated settlements." [Ref. 20:p. 25] 

The major component of savings in minitrials lies in the 
drastic reduction of hours that would otherwise have been 
expended on pretrial discovery and on the trial itself. The 
pretrial itself, since it involves the collection of so much 


peripheral information, can last for years. Costs associated 
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with it include hourly billings of lawyers and staff, travel, 
and duplicating services. The trial can last for days, weeks, 
and in most complex cases, for months. The trial time of 
lawyers is always billed at top dollar, and if the court is 
away from the lawyers’ principal offices, travel and hotel 
costs are likely to be considerable. Even when the trial is 
over, costs can continue to climb precipitately. This is 
because most sizable buSiness disputes, and many smaller ones, 
are later appealed; a whole new undertaking that can itself 
take several years. [Ref. 30:p. 214] 

By contrast, the lengthiest minitrial will consume only 
several weeks of lawyers’ time, virtually all of it spent on 
tasks that would have had to be undertaken anyway if the case 
had gone to trial. Moreover, because the preparation process 
forces the lawyers to narrow the issues and sharpen the focus 
of the dispute, it may actually save money in the event that 
the minitrial proves unsuccessful. This is due to the fact 
that the lawyers will be able to prepare more efficiently for 
trial. [Ref. 21:p. 79-80] 

The American Can Company-Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
Minitrial is an example of how the preparation process 
provides direct focus for a case. American Can sued Wisconsin 
Electric for $41 million for breach of contract over the use 
of industrial waste it was selling to Wisconsin Electric as 
boiler fuel. Wisconsin Electric counter sued for $20 million, 


claiming that its costs in burning the wastes were $20 million 
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more than it was contractually obligated to pay. [Ref. 15:p. 
114] The technical issues were numerous and intricate. It 
was estimated that the trial would take at least seventy-five 
days in court. Seven months into the discovery, the parties 
decided to attempt to settle through a minitrial, and signed 
on as their neutral advisor former Federal district Judge 
manrold R. Tyler, Jr. ([Ref. 15:p. 115] 

Before the three-day hearing, the lawyers supplied Judge 
Tyler and the business representatives with several hundred 
exhibits and brief summaries (fewer than thirty pages for each 
side) of the parties’ arguments and positions. As Robert H. 
Gorske, vice-president and general counsel of Wisconsin 
Electric, later stated, the abbreviated hearing forced the 
parties to focus in a way that rarely happens in court: 

Although the basic case and the counterclaim were 
both extremely complex, the neutral advisor and his fellow 
panel members had by the end of the oral argument period 
on the third day, a complete grasp of what the significant 
points of the two sides were. Further, all those present 
had a better understanding of the arguments of each side 
and how convincing they were. This kind of result is 
extremely difficult (but not impossible) to achieve in the 
usual procedure in which the trial counsel reports to his 
client management about such matters. [Ref. 15:p. 116] 

Over the next several days, the parties met alone and with 
Judge Tyler, who candidly evaluated the various arguments and 
said what he thought the chances of ultimate success in court 


would be. In three months, the case was settled through 


private negotiations between the company representatives, 
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eliminating the seventy-five trial days and many months of 
protracted discovery. 

The only costs in these proceedings that would not be 
borne at trial are the immediate costs of the information 
exchange and the neutral advisor. [Ref. 13:p. 29] Since the 
information exchange portion of the minitrial lasts two or 
three days, the time involved is minuscule. The neutral 
advisor is paid either an hourly fee (which could be as high 
as $350 or $400 or more for top-flight professionals), ora 
negotiated flat fee, which might go as high as_ several 
thousand dollars. [Ref. 30:p. 252] Against the total cost of 
the case, this fee is relatively inexpensive, and it is 
usually divided equally among the parties. Moreover, in many 
trials, expert witnesses will command similar fees (both for 
testifying at trial and for helping the parties prepare for 
trial), and these fees are often avoided altogether if the 
minitrial is successful. 

Using a best-guess estimate, the minitrial of a complex 
business dispute may result in a nonrecoverable cost to the 
business and the Government of between $10,000 and $20,000. 
The disputants will not be able to recoup this money if the 
minitrial fails and they eventually wind up in court. But 
against the costs that would be incurred without ADR, this is 


a tiny expense, well worth the risk. [Ref. 16:p. 49] 
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2. Preserves Business Relationships 

Minitrials have invariably preserved important working 
relationships, relationships that are typically lost in the 
acrimony of litigation. This preservation has often been 
cited as the most important result of successful minitrials. 
[Ref. 35:p. 2] This becomes even more of an important factor 
when considering that many of the DoD contracts are with sole 
source contractors. No one benefits if the relationship 
crumbles as a result of litigation. 

An example of a relationship that avoided permanent ill- 
feelings was that of Control Data Corporation. [Ref. 17:p. 42] 
Contractors built the company’s corporate headquarters in 
Minneapolis with a fourteen-story glass wall that leaked 
whenever it rained. Rather than immediately suing, Control 
Data tried to talk the various participants in the fiasco into 
repairing the flaw. However, two of the large contractors and 
a host of other subcontractors declined to provide any remedy. 
Finding no alternative, Control Data sued all of them for the 
several million dollars it would take to make the repairs. 

The problem was that everyone pointed a finger at everyone 
else, and several fingers pointed back at Control Data, which 
ironically does considerable construction work around the 
world. At an early meeting with lawyers for several of the 
parties, Control Data’s general counsel suggested using some 
form of minitrial. [Ref. 17:p. 43] Rather than start up what 


promised to be a round of massive discovery, the principal 
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parties--Control Data, the architects, and the builders-- 
agreed to try the process to apportion liability among 
themselves; they avoided involving the subcontractors at that 
Stage. 

Each of the three groups appointed a senior manager with 
full authority to settle the case. Each side had seventy-five 
Minutes to present its case and to question the others. 
Initially, the parties’ lawyers specified that neutral outside 
engineers, architects, and a lawyer would sit with the 
managers. However, the managers later decided to eliminate 
these neutrals in an attempt towards simplicity. 

Following the five-hour presentation, the managers met and 
talked. After about ninety minutes, a settlement emerged. It 
involved the payment to Control Data of several million 
dollars and an arrangement that would permit the contractor 
and the architect to replace the outside of the building piece 
by piece, at their expense, over a three year period. The 
solution was "eminently fair and practical," said Control 
Data’s general counsel, who noted that it was a more flexible 
arrangement than a court would have been able to construct. 
(Ref. 17:p. 44] Following this agreement, the contractor and 
the architect negotiated for about three months to secure 
contributions from the subcontractors. 

The net result of the process, Control Data’s general 
counsel concluded, was to preserve the business relationships. 


"We will use these contractors and these architects again," he 
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Said at the time of the settlement. [Ref. 17:p. 43] "I can 
guarantee you as the person who makes those decisions that if 
we had gone to court with them, further business relationships 
would have been very difficult to maintain. [Ref. 17:p. 45]" 
Because they did resolve their differences, Control Data was 
amenable to employing these same architects, contractors, and 
builders in future projects. This is an example that the 
Government should keep in mind as it wrestles with the 
shrinking Defense Department industrial base. The number of 
companies to "choose" from is dwindling; therefore maintaining 
and nurturing the existing and successful business 
relationships is critical. 

3. Allows Selection of a Knowledgeable and Neutral 

Advisor 

In Federal courts and many state courts, judges are 
selected to preside over a particular case through a random 
drawing. The judge’s experience and knowledge do not enter 
into the selection. A judge with no patent or antitrust 
experience may find himself presiding over a complex patent- 
antitrust case as easily as a judge with prior experience. 
[Ref. 10:p. 670] The minitrial process permits the parties to 
choose their own neutral advisor, one who is known to be well 
equipped to deal with the technical, legal, scientific, and 


other esoteric issues in the specific case. 
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In a recent minitrial involving a major construction 
company and a utility, the use of a respected engineer as 
neutral advisor gave credibility to the decision for the power 
utility, which might otherwise have balked at settling. [Ref. 
14:p. 117] This advisor selection is especially crucial in 
military contracts where the multitude of regulations make 
even the simplest buy a complex procurement. The advisor 
needs to be well-versed in the myriad of Government 
acquisition and contracting policies. If not, the minitrial 
is doomed to failure. 

4. Enables Parties to Design Process 

The minitrial enables the parties to design their own 
process rules. This is a decided advantage over litigation, 
whose formal rules of procedure and evidence can distort 
issues and lead the litigants into a blind alley. [Ref. 2:p. 
18] A s@ét of rules tailored to the type of case and the 
personalities of the key participants can make the proceeding 
efficient, limit the time that needs to be spent at the 
hearing, and relieve the frustration that comes from being 
unable to put forward a coherent case all at one time. 

5. Allows Creative Problem Solving 

The minitrial greatly enhances the opportunity for a "win- 
win" resolution of the dispute that is dividing the parties. 
In courtroom litigation, the judge is bound to make a ruling 


on the law that usually will give an "all or nothing" verdict 
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to one side. There is precious little room for compromise, 
because the judicial forum does not operate as a negotiator, 
but as an adjudicator of legal rights: either the plaintiff 
has a legal right to what it asks, or it does not. [Ref. 9:p. 
128] Moreover, what is relevant in the courtroom are only 
those facts and circumstances directly relating to the case at 
issue. Ina termination for default case, for example, judge 
and jury will consider whether there was a legally binding 
contract, whether it was breached, and what damages were 
suffered. [Ref. 8:p. 84] They will not be interested in 
whether the plaintiff and defendant are parties to other, 
unrelated contracts. However, they should be interested 
because when two organizations have ongoing relations, there 
is almost always a way of bringing other aspects of the 
relationship into the picture to effect a compromise, if they 
try to do so outside of the courtroom. 

A dramatic example of this extrajudicial compromise is the 
Texaco-Borden minitrial. [Ref. 27:p. 2] In May 1980, the 
Borden Company filed a $200 million antitrust suit against 
Texaco, Inc. in connection with a natural gas contract in 
Louisiana. Both sides were initially confident of their 
Claims and defenses, and so the lawyers dug in their heels. 
For example, Texaco lawyers expended many thousands of 
billable hours, and the company produced some 300,000 
documents during discovery. So complex was the case that the 


Federal district judge scheduled a preliminary jury trial two 
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and a half years later merely to "interpret the contract" in 
the hope of limiting discovery. [Ref. 27:p. 3] 

A few weeks before the November 1982 trial date, Borden 
counsel H. Blair White discussed with Texaco general counsel 
William Weitzel, Jr. the possibility of a minitrial. They 
established simple ground rules. The parties would meet on 
neutral ground and argue the case before executive vice- 
presidents of each company (James Kinnear of Texaco and Robert 
Gutheil of Borden). The lawyers would each have an hour to 
present their cases, plus time for rebuttal, though, as White 
put it, "no one was holding a stopwatch. [Ref. 27:p. 5]" Each 
company was also permitted to have advisors other than 
lawyers. Texaco had present a Louisiana operations manager, 
and Borden had high-level operations and financial experts. 

The hearing went smoothly, but the private discussions 
over dinner between Kinnear and Gutheil did not. Gutheil 
wound up pressing for even more money than White had demanded, 
and Texaco’s Kinnear was so convinced of his position that he 
"was reluctant to assign even nuisance value to Borden’s 
claim. [Ref. 27:p. 6]" In fact, Kinnear contemplated pressing 
counterclaims against Borden. 

At this point the outcome looked dim, but the parties did 
not break off negotiations. They agreed to talk by telephone 
in a few days, and these conversations led to still others. 
Their persistence paid off: within a few weeks the dispute 


was resolved in a manner never anticipated in the litigation. 
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Indeed, it was settled in a manner that would never have been 
possible had the dispute been taken to court. 

The companies wound up renegotiating a gas supply contract 
that had not even been at issue in the original case. They 
also created a new arrangement for transporting Texaco gas to 
Borden at prices favorable to Borden. This settlement 
resulted in a "nine-digit benefit" to Borden that was 
expected to give Texaco "positive earnings in cash flow," 


according to Texaco associate general counsel Charles 


Kazlauskas. [Ref. 27:p. 9] The resulting contracts enabled 
both Borden and Texaco to claim victory. "That is truly a 
win-win situation, which we never expected," Kazlauskas 


Stated. He noted that the parties learned five basic lessons 
from the experience: [Ref. 27:p. 10-12] 
1. The litigation pending in the background provided a 
strong incentive for settlement. 
2. The mutually beneficial settlement could never have been 


achieved in court, however, because courts lack the power 
and expertise to fashion a complex remedy involving far 


more than the simple payment of money. Lawyers acting 
alone probably would not have been able to devise such a 
settlement. "The magic was the creativity of two extremely 


knowledgeable businessmen who recognized each others’ 
strengths and weaknesses. By repositioning these business 
realities, they were able to make both sides winners." 


3. The results could not have been produced without the 
lawyers. Without their "persuasive presentations," the 
executives would never have fully recognized the hazards of 
litigation, such as the ambiguities of documents and other 
evidence. 


4. The settlement dramatically changed the companies’ 
working environments. What had been a tense adversary 
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environment was transformed imcto an attitude Of 
cooperation. 


5. The settlement was achieved without the anticipated 
immense expenditure of money and time, without the business 
disruption that would have ensued had the trial gone 
forward (and without the almost inevitable appeals and 
potential retrials). 


Kazlauskas concluded by stating: "I think the minitrial 
alternative should always be considered when a potentially 
complex business dispute arises, especially in inter-firm 
disputes between Fortune 500 corporations. [Ref. 27:p. 13]" 

By taking their differences to a minitrial, both companies 
were able to bring into the picture their other contracts, and 
to work out a deal that made economic sense to both. They 
were able to expand their opportunities by considering their 
entire business relationship. This relationship that is so 
critical between commercial business entities is just as 
critical as the relationship between the Department of Defense 
and its contractors. The whole picture needs to be 
considered, not just one blip. Therefore, before DOD "goes 
after" a contractor, its future relationship with that 
contractor needs to be addressed. 

6. Maintains Confidentiality 

Very few companies want to publicize an alleged mistake or 
a dispute with an important business partner. Unfortunately 
though, formal litigation that reaches the courtroom, takes 


place in the proverbial fish bowl. The courtroom is open to 
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the public, which for important business cases means an 
inquiring press; in a big enough case, it seems the whole 
world will know the intimate facts. This is especially true 
anytime Defense Department dollars are involved. The press 
has a field day with cases involving "your tax dollars." 
Also, disclosure of sensitive facts is not limited to what is 
spoken in the courtroom itself; most documents produced ina 
case and introduced in court are available for outside 
inspection. [Ref. 14:p. 120] 

This is not the case with the minitrial. The parties can 
operate under tight secrecy rules drawn up by themselves. 
Nothing needs to be disclosed hefore, during, or after a 
successful minitrial. The proceeding itself is held in 
secrecy: no outsider need be invited; indeed, no outsider 
even needs to know that it is taking place. Documents remain 
the property of the parties, who retain them when the hearing 
is over. The neutral advisor is pledged to say nothing about 
what he hears (and sometimes even to refrain from saying that 
he served aS a neutral advisor), and he is barred from serving 
either party aS an expert witness or in any other capacity in 
connection with the particular case. [Ref. 14:p. 122] 

This was the situation when two major oil companies used 
a minitrial to settle a $28 million claim for cost overruns on 
the construction of a supertanker. [Ref. 13:p. 30] One of the 
oil companies was buying a pair of Alaska oil trade tankers; 


the other company owned the shipyard that was late in making 
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them. Although the parties were barely on speaking terms, 
they hesitated to go through a projected five years of 
litigation, and they especially feared the attendant 
publicity. So they presented their cases in six hours before 
a three-member panel: the president of the shipyard, the 
general counsel of the shipyard’s parent company, and a vice- 
president of the buyer. The settlement came about two weeks 
after the six-hour hearing, and the customer got about half of 
what it demanded. The parties stated that they were impressed 
with the process, but they still would not disclose their 
identities! [Ref. 13:p. 32] This of course is a luxury they 
would not have been permitted had they wound up in court. 

This area of confidentiality is still up in the air when 
it comes to Government contracts. There is still debate as to 
whether the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), or some portion 
thereof, apples to any "judgment" involving tax dollars. No 
settlements and/or results involving the DoD and a minitrial 
have been challenged under the FOIA, however, that is not to 
say that in the future, a settlement that was to remain 
"closeted" will end up having to be publicized. 

7. Saves Time 

A business executive speaking to the annual conference of 
the judges of the Ninth Circuit Federal Court of Appeals 
described justice as the right of a corporation to have its 


"decade" in court. [Ref. 10:p. 668] Ina fast-moving business 
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environment, dispute resolution measured in weeks and months 
is far superior’to litigation measured in years. The biggest 
cost of litigation increasingly cited by business leaders is 
lost business opportunities. The opportunities are lost 
because of the shadow of litigation that makes executives 
hesitant to act until it is settled. [Ref. 1l1:p. 170] 
Compared to formal litigation, the time preparing for the 
minitrial is slight indeed. Most corporate lawsuits require 
months of preparation at a minimum, and years when the case is 
complicated. Protracted litigation can absorb an outsized 
allocation of management’s time just in peripheral discovery. 
(Ref. 30:p. 118] A minitrial can be constructed and completed 
in a matter of a few months; the hearing itself will last two 
days, rather than weeks or months. Ina minitrial, the time 
required of key managers, even though they play the dominant 


role, is quite limited. 


C. DETERRENTS 

In the early 1980s, many top corporate lawyers would meet 
periodically to talk about alternative disputes resolution, 
and the chief topic of conversation was the minitrial. [Ref. 
10:p. 669] They worried then as they do today: will their 
suggestion to the CEO and top management that the company try 
to resolve a dispute through ADR be greeted with skepticism? 
Would they be viewed as soft-headed and weak? [Ref. 10:p. 671] 


John Stichnoth, general counsel of Union Carbide Corporation, 
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and one of the earliest proponents of ADR, counseled many of 
his brethren about jumping too fast because the "wrong case" 
could ruin ADR’s chances within a particular company if the 
lawyers resorted to it under adverse circumstances and found 
it wanting. [Ref. 12:p. 43] Managers may permit themselves to 
be talked into an experiment, but they will not be likely to 
repeat a novelty if it goes wrong the first time. 

With that in mind, there are times when the minitrial 
could not, or should not, be a substitute for a lawsuit. The 
following are those circumstances under which a minitrial 
might not be an appropriate means of resolving a legal 
dispute. 

1. Unfamiliarity 

Perhaps the single biggest deterrent to the use of the 
Minitrial is a lawyer’s lack of familiarity with the process. 
(Ref. 28:p. 38] Although there has been considerable comment 
on the minitrial within legal circles in the 1980s, only a 
relatively small percentage of the practicing bar has any 
knowledge of the minitrial and its success record. [Ref. 7:p. 
8] 

The lawyer’s unfamiliarity is not inevitably a deterrent, 
however, as the Gillette trade secrets minitrial demonstrates. 
[Ref. 28:p. 41] A Gillette employee quit his job to join 
another company, allegedly taking with him trade secrets 


involving writing instruments (otherwise known as pens!) that 
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Gillette manufactured. The employee joined a competing 
manufacturer, which quickly brought a similar product to 
market. Gillette sued, claiming theft of trade secrets and 
patent infringement. 

From the very outset, Joseph Mullaney, Gillette’s senior 
vice-president and general counsel, sought a way to short- 
circuit the litigation. A telephone call from Gillette’s 
divisional vice-president to the competitor’s president (who 
coincidentally had also once worked for Gillette) failed to 
lead to a settlement. The competitor was prepared to file an 
antitrust counter suit. When Mullaney suggested a minitrial, 
his counterpart was quick to agree. The only dissenter was 
Gillette’s outside lawyer, who peppered Mullaney with 
objections claiming that the minitrial could not possibly 
work. [Ref. 28:p. 44] Additionally, the outside lawyer 
presented Mullaney with a lengthy memorandum denouncing the 
minitrial protocol. "The memo was a classic statement of the 
traditional position that only litigation would work," 
Mullaney recalled. [Ref. 28:p. 45] He firmly disagreed, put 
his outside counsel on hold, and went forward. 

The protocol provided for limited document discovery and 
a tight timetable for examining the parties. The two 
companies hoped to finish the case in four months, but the 
schedule slipped a bit and it took six. In the end, after 
listening to the lawyers’ presentations, Gillette’s divisional 


vice-president and the competitor’s president met for a 
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morning with the lawyers and then, over lunch, reached 
substantial agreement. The minitrial thus avoided virtually 
all the expenses of litigation and settled the case in perhaps 
a sixth of the time that it might have taken in court. 

The clear loser according to Mullaney, was Gillette’s 
outside lawyer. In opposing the minitrial idea, "he argued 
that the courtroom was the only crucible for getting at the 
truth." As Mullaney noted, "that’s rather farfetched these 
days. [Ref. 28:p. 46]" 

2. Tactical Use of Litigation 

When one of the parties is using litigation as a tactic to 
achieve some end other than simply winning a judgment (for 
instance, to gain publicity for a particular cause), the 
mutual consent necessary to initiate a minitrial will be 
lacking. Even so, the parties in many such lawsuits are also 
seeking a reasonable outcome, and the smart litigator might 
consider the possibility of gaining as much publicity value by 
securing an appropriate settlement through a minitrial as 
through a bitter court fight. 

3. Deferment of Liability 

It 18 no secret that defendants drag out many lawsuits in 
order to defer payment for damages they caused. Under the 
rules in most jurisdictions, no interest needs to be paid on 
many damage awards until the moment the judgment is handed 


down. [Ref. 25:p. 295] (By contrast, proof of a claim that the 
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defendant failed to make a required contractual payment will 
result in an award for the amount owed plus interest dating 
from the time the original amount was due. This is also the 
case in DoD contracts. (Rees. 25+p. 296] ) In many 
jurisdictions, court ordered interest is considerably lower 
than real interest rates. So on both grounds, it will often 
pay for a defendant to defer a finding of liability and 
damages as long as possible. In such a case, the defendant is 
unlikely to agree to resolve the dispute by minitrial. 

4. Trust 

The minitrial requires some minimum level of trust among 
the professionals, both the lawyers and the managers. 18 
feelings have reached a low ebb, mutual suspicions will be too 
serious to allow one side to agree to the other’s suggestion 
that something other than conventional litigation be utilized. 
The refusing party will doubt the efficacy of ADR and may 
Simply be unable to swallow a suggestion by an adversary that 
they engage in a cooperative venture. One possible way to 
break down the barriers of mutual suspicion is to have a 
neutral intermediary, acceptable to everyone involved, explore 
the possibility of structuring settlement talks. [Ref. 35:p. 
Si) 

5. Legal Rulings 

When the principal issue in a case is a strictly legal 


one, such as a violation of the Sherman Anti-trust Act, then 
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conventional wisdom holds that such cases are better -eft to 
the summary judgment procedures of the courts. [Ref. 5:p. 56] 
This allows for the judge to simply hear the case and make 
rulings based on law, and not submit the case to a jury for 
findings. It is not necessarily true that these "pure law" 
cases can never successfully be heard in a minitrial 
procedure. The opinion of a neutral advisor who is a retired 
judge or an expert in the particular field of law may tell the 
parties much about whether it makes sense to continue the case 
or to reach a compromise based on the advisor’s opinion. 

For example, when Honeywell and Telecredit engaged ina 
dispute about the meaning of a contract provision involving 
payment of a $100,000 license fee, the facts were undisputed. 
The dispute turned on whether a particular clause in the 
contract required Honeywell to make one payment or two before 
exercising an option to cancel the deal. The amount in 
dispute was too small to take to court, so the parties 
designated an arbitrator to make a "legal" ruling on the 
meaning of the contract clause. [Ref. 4:p. 71] The parties 
resorted to an arbitrator because they wished the outcome to 
be binding. Had they not, they could as easily have had their 
managers listen to the debate ina minitrial format. 

However, it certainly is true that there will be no 
consent to a minitrial if one side is litigating because it 
wants a court ruling in order to establish a new rule of law. 


In certain types of cases, the plaintiff may be seeking a 
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legal ruling or the reaffirmation of a policy. As an example, 
a public interest plaintiff may be seeking a court ruling on 
the meaning of an environmental statute [Ref. 26:p. 7], or the 
Government may be seeking to vindicate its policy of filing 
certain kinds of lawsuits. [Ref. 4:p. 75] When these elements 
are present, the plaintiff may feel that its interests are not 
served by a minitrial. 

6. Witness Credibility 

Wisdom holds that when a case revolves around the 
credibility of key witnesses, it will be hard to resolve 
through a minitrial. It has been suggested that credibility 
issues are inherently incapable of being resolved in an 
objective fashion; hence, the executives will be obliged: to 
sort out the facts (or fantasies) after the hearing is over. 
[Ref. 11:p. 86] How to deal with the facts as they exist is 
something with which experienced negotiators can cope. How to 
determine the facts is not. It is always possible, of course, 
to show that a witness is flat-out lying, but rarely is direct 
evidence available. In most issues where credibility is key, 
the witnesses may not be deliberately lying, but rather to be 
Stating their different (and sincerely felt) versions of the 
math. (Ref. Lisp. 92) In a minitrial, this presents too 


Sticky a situation for the executives to attempt to resolve. 
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7. Large Judgments 

In some cases, plaintiffs seek what, to the defendant, 
amounts to large or even crippling judgments. When the 
plaintiff, or the plaintiff’s lawyer, genuinely expects or at 
least hopes for a giant verdict, or one that would cripple the 
defendant, a minitrial may not work. This criterion is at 
best only a very general one, and specific circumstances may 
dictate the prudence of trying a minitrial anyway. The size 
of damages is relative to the size of the company, its assets, 
revenues, business prospects, and the risk that others will 
bring similar claims. Moreover, the mere demand for large 
damages does not prove a strong belief by the plaintiff in the 
likelihood of recovering them, and the minitrial setting may 
provide both sides an opportunity to see that the issues and 
claims can be negotiated. [Ref. 16:p. 49] 

8. Need for a Jury 

Some plaintiffs will want their cases heard by a jury in 
the first instance, because they suppose that the particular 
facts (such as the nature of the injury in a personal injury 
case or that the big, bureaucratic DoD was insensitive to the 
feelings of the "innocent" small contractor) may make their 
claim especially compelling to a jury. [Ref. 19:p. 38] Even 
here though, it is possible to convince a plaintiff’s lawyer 


otherwise, if for example, there is concern about bankrolling 
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a suit against a large company (or the Government) with 


tremendous financial staying power. 


D. CHAPTER SUMMARY 

Chapter III provided the background on the minitrial, 
including its advantages and disadvantages. The seven 
advantages were that it saved money, preserved business 
relationships, allowed selection of a neutral advisor, enabled 
the parties to design the process, allowed for creative 
problem solving, maintained confidentiality, and saved time. 
On the other hand, the minitrial would not be advantageous 
when the participants are unfamiliar with the minitrial 
process, where tactical use of litigation is desired, where 
deferment of liability is desired, where trust is an issue, 
when legal rulings are desired, where witness credibility is 
questioned, when large financial judgements are desired, and 
when there is a need for a jury. 

The next chapter will discuss possible minitrial 
applications to the Department of Defense, and what conditions 


are necessary for successful resolutions of disputes. 
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IV. APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


A. OVERCOMING OBSTACLES 

The growing movement in corporate and consumer disputes to 
Save time, money, and judicial resources through alternative 
disputes resolution techniques, such as minitrials, has slowly 
reached the Government setting. [Ref. 3:p. 2] Exploration of 
this technique should be helpful since the Government has 
experienced the same rising litigation costs and interminable 
court delays as private parties. Several perceived statutory 
and practical obstacles have impeded the Government in using 
creative disputes resolutions, however, the minitrial might 
be just the vehicle to overcome these obstacles. 

The first obstacle which makes Government contract 
disputes distinct from commercial litigation is the elaborate 
disputes resolving statutory procedures mandated by the 
Contract Disputes Act (CDA) of 1978. [Ref. 34:p. 601-613] The 
statute applies to all contracts entered into after March 1, 
1979. A key provision of the statute mandates that all 
Government contracts include disputes clauses which set forth 
procedures by which disagreements relating to the contract 
must be resolved. [Ref. 34:p. 607(d)] The procedure requires 
the Government to make a final written decision concerning the 


disagreement with the contractor, including all the facts and 
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legal conclusions which led the Government to deny the 
contractor’s claim. Upon receipt of the Government’s final 
decision, the contractor has three options: (1) acquiesce; 
(2) appeal the decision to an agency board of contract 
appeals; or (3) sue in the U.S. Claims Court. [Ref. 34:p. 
609 (a) ] 

Whether these statutory procedures are exclusive 1s a 
question which raises an impediment to the Government’s use of 
the minitrial technique. For example, in a recent case, the 
Interior Board of Contract Appeals held that the Government 
could not submit to binding arbitration because of conflict 
with the statutory procedures. [Ref 22: pee 2d) The 
Government’s authority to settle and to devise means of 
settling, however, has never been doubted because in fact a 
basic purpose of the Contract Disputes Act is to promote more 
efficient resolutions of disputes. 

A second serious obstacle facing Government use of 
expedited settlement is "the natural inclination of agency 
officials to follow the book, in resolving disputes, thereby 
theoretically avoiding Congressional and public criticism. 
PRef.=23:p. 3)" A plethora of organizations outside the 
agency review and second-guess any settlement. Potential 
reviewers and possible critics include oversight committees of 
Congress, audit teams from the General Accounting Office 
(GAO), and the agency inspectors general, as well as the 


general public. The use of minitrials may actually ease this 
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problem, however. The minitrial process requires a written 
record clearly documenting the issues of settlement, potential 
litigation risks are clearly described by the legal positions 
set forth in the briefs, and the formality of the procedure 
itself may lessen criticism. 

A third perceived constraint unique to the Federal 
contracts context is the question of settlement authority. 
Federal agencies have a rigid chain of command (especially the 
DoD) and settlements must often be approved by the legal, 
financial, procurement policy, and technical divisions of an 
agency. [Ref. 22:p. 18] Tentative settlements are often upset 
by subsequent internal agency review. The minitrial procedure 
may also alleviate much of this problem. In preparation for 
the minitrial, the Government is forced to define the 
authority of the negotiation and the acceptable negotiating 
position. The advance approval and "written authorization 
from the head of the agency, empowering the representative on 
behalf of the agency to reach a settlement, reduces the 
opportunities for overturning the settlement. [Ref. 22:p. 21]" 

Finally, a related problem for the Government is the 
question of settlement funding requirements. A negotiating 
officer for the agency obviously cannot ultimately make 
settlement without the funds to cover the amount. Minitrial 
requirements in some ways relieve these problems by involving 
senior officials who have the authority to approve "re- 


allotments". [Ref. 3:p. 17] Re-allotments can be made within 
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the agency to cover the financial needs of a particular 


settlement. 


B. CONDITIONS NECESSARY TO PRODUCE SUCCESS 

One of the virtues of the minitrial is that it can be 
tallored to meet the requirements or needs of a specific 
dispute. Nevertheless, a minitrial will most likely succeed 
if certain procedures have been incorporated into the ground 
rules drawn up by the parties involved. Those areas that 
should be specifically addressed include the following: [Ref. 
ive. 26-35] 

1. Negotiate Ground Rules 

Since minitrials are voluntary, the parties must agree not 
only to conduct one, but to also provide for a set of ground 
rules or common procedures, often known as the "protocol," to 
guide the participants throughout the minitrial process. The 
precise rules are less important than the process of arriving 
at them. The key is to persuade those involved to accept the 
process of letting key executives with authority to settle 
listen to a highly abbreviated version of both sides of the 
case, and of then agreeing on the procedures that would best 
achieve the settlement goal. 

The idea of a minitrial can be initiated via a lawyer, 
through principals involved, or through ae neutral 
intermediary. How best to proceed depends on the stage of the 


dispute and its circumstances; no rule of thumb is possible. 
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If the dispute has not yet gone to lawyers, it is possible to 
contact the adversary directly and suggest a settlement 
utilizing a non-binding, focused procedure. If the case is in 
litigation, then a lawyer on one side would raise the 
possibility with the opposing attorney. Whatever the case, a 
mMinitrial protocol should be established and should address at 
least eleven concerns: [Ref. 17:p. 28] 
a. Issues 
Although the non-binding status of the minitrial 
means that one need not be concerned about rigidly enforcing 
restrictions on certain issues, it makes sense to have at 
least a general idea about which issues are to be discussed 
and which issues are out of bounds. 
b. Discovery 
In the typical case, amount of allowable discovery 
should be relatively limited. If the parties are in the midst 
of litigation, much discovery will have already taken place 
anyway . 
c. Obligations 
The protocol should obligate the parties to present 
their best cases and then to negotiate following the 
presentation of evidence. 
d. Participants 
The names of the business and Government principals 


to be present, the number of lawyers, experts, and other 
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witnesses should be aired and agreed upon at this time. Most 
importantly, the protocol should set forth the status of the 
representatives and state their specific authority to settle. 
e. Itinerary 
The ground rules should set forth the date, time, 
and place of the minitrial. It should also provide a schedule 
of events to include how much time will be allocated to the 
parties’ direct case, to rebuttal, to questions, and so forth. 
f. Evidence 
No formal rules of evidence are required, however, 
if certain rules are to be followed (for example, no expert 
testimony except from experts actually present at the 
hearing), these should so be stated formally in the protocol. 
g. Documents 
It may be necessary for the parties to exchange 
briefs and other documents in advance of the minitrial. 
Again, these should be specified in the protocol, along with 
the appropriate timetable for their submission. 
h. Neutral Advisor 
A decision must be agreed to on whether to use a 
neutral advisor, and if so, how the selection will be made. 
When selected, the neutral advisor’s name should be 


incorporated into the protocol. 
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i. Confidentiality 
The protocol should provide for the confidentiality 
of all documents exchanged and statements made, and for their 
inadmissibility (and the inadmissibility of any opinion given 
by the neutral advisor) in any future proceeding. The first 
concern is to prevent the information divulged in the 
proceedings from subsequent disclosure at a trial. The second 
concern is to keep all news of the proceeding private, so that 
the dispute is not aired publicly (in other words, so the 
press does not find out)! 
j- Costs 
Agreement should be reached at the onset on how the 
various costs of the witnesses, neutral advisor, and any 
others should be apportioned. It is generally the rule that 
the neutral advisor’s fee is divided evenly between the 
parties. 
k. Pending Litigation 
Finally a decision must be reached as to how any 
currently pending litigation should be handled. Usually, the 
parties agree to suspend discovery and to stay the litigation 
until the minitrial is complete and they have had some period 


of time to negotiate a settlement. 
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2. Limit Preparation Time 

One of the most important factors in the success of 
minitrials thus far has been the limited amount of time that 
the lawyers and others have been allowed for preparation. 
Ordinarily, much of the time devoted to pretrial discovery in 
formal litigation is relatively non-focused. [Ref. 30:p. 218] 
It is a cross between a fishing expedition (hoping to catch 
particularly important documents) and a dredging of the lake 
bed (searching for everything). [Ref. 19:p. 33] As lawyers go 
about this task, they do not necessarily concentrate on which 
documents and depositions are critical. However, when the 
lawyers are suddenly faced with an extremely short period of 
time, perhaps six to eight weeks, in which to prepare the case 
aS a wnole, they and everyone else connected with the case 
suddenly focus on the heart of the matter. This short period 
is therefore crucial, because it forces everyone to do what 
ideally they should have done from the outset. It eliminates 
the inconsequential, puts the case in perspective, and short- 
circuits the expensive routines the lawyers had been or would 
be pursuing. [Ref. 30:p. 243] 

Preparation time must necessarily include briefing the key 
executives who will be present for each party. No business or 
Government representative should walk into the minitrial cold, 
without understanding the basics of the case, the nature of 
the minitrial process, or what is expected once the 


presentations are completed. 
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3. <Abbreviate the Hearing 

The minitrial itself should be confined to one or two 
days. Brevity is the soul of the minitrial because it forces 
concentration on what actually matters. [Ref. 22:p. 15] Also, 
Since the business and Government executives will be crucial 
participants in the minitrial, it would be impractical to 
expect them to devote an extended period to formal 
presentations. Moreover, if the minitrial were allotted more 
time, there would be a real risk that it would mimic the 
litigation process and thus be prey to all rigidities of a 
trial. The strengths of this process are its informality and 
flexibility; strengths it gains from its brevity. 

4. Present "Best" Case 

Probably the two most important features of the minitrial 
are that first, the case presented should be the "best" case 
possible, no holds barred, no punches pulled; and second, that 
the case be made before representatives who have full 
authority to settle all aspects of the dispute. [Ref. 7:p. 9] 
Without these elements the process, whatever else it might be, 
could not be considered a minitrial and would not be likely to 
succeed. 

When first hearing about the minitrial process, there is 
concern expressed that the lawyers will not in fact present 
the best possible case. [Ref. 29:p. 46] Lawyers do not like 


to disclose their strategies to their adversaries, especially 
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if, as is the case here, there is some risk that the 
settlements will fail and the case will then proceed to a 
traditional trial. By presenting the best case, won’t a 
lawyer thus be giving away the store? And knowing this, won’t 
each lawyer be tempted to reserve at least some relevant bits 
of information or arguments for an eventual trial? 

Experience shows that in this arena the lawyers do not 
hold back. [Ref. 29:p. 47] The primary reason is that the two 
representatives are not only present, but also key 
participants in the process. The evidence is being shown to 
the business executives; the arguments are being made to the 
same executives. Ultimately, it is their decision that 
counts, not that of some judge or independent jury. 

The minitrial is a settlement process. Only by soaking 
themselves in the facts and the law of the case, and by 
balancing the two, can the parties themselves, through their 
representatives, make an informed decision on whether to 
settle and for how much. Many cases fail to settle when the 
lawyers negotiate by themselves because neither they nor the 
client appreciates the realities of the situation. [Ref. 12:p. 
186] Without a minitrial, settlement negotiations are often 
uninformed. Following a minitrial, the parties can assess far 
more accurately the probable results of a trial and take those 


results into account in their settlement negotiations. 
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5. Select Knowledgeable and Neutral Advisor 

Not every minitrial utilizes the services of a neutral 
advisor. There have been cases in which the parties met in 
one of the lawyers’ offices and presented the evidence and 
hashed out the arguments. [Ref. 9:p. 68] However, in most 
cases, the minitrial seems to work best if the parties jointly 
choose a neutral adviser to moderate the proceedings if things 
become too heated, to keep the players to the agreed upon 
schedule, and to give an informed opinion on the likely 
outcome of the case should the business representatives fail 
to settle and the case goes on to trial. [Ref. 16:p. 49] 

Professor Eric Green of Boston University Law School (and 
one of the originators of the minitrial) has identified seven 
reasons for preferring a third-party neutral advisor. 


[Ret -“iwap. s2- 33) 


a. Catalyst for Compromise 

The neutral can help parties seek joint gains by 
devising new compromises and helping to elaborate what appears 
to be a single problem into an integrated negotiation with 
several components over which the parties can bargain. This 
enables the negotiators to search for and achieve a "win-win" 
outcome, rather than a "you lose, I win" outcome. In a 
minitrial, the business representatives’ creativity is 


catalyzed by the participation of the third-party neutral. 
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b. Bridges the Gap 
The neutral can bring the parties together during 
the information exchange. In a minitrial, he or she often 
bridges the gap between the disputing parties, cuts through 
suspicion, and thus brings the players to the table. 
c. Establishes Procedural Ambience 
The third party can help establish the proper 
procedural ambience for negotiation before, during, and after 
the information exchange. The advisor helps to set the rules 
in the dispute, can lead the discussion, and can set an 
agenda. Sometimes the third party can smooth out 
interpersonal conflict. If necessary, the third party can 
prepare neutral minutes. 
d. Clarifies Values and Worth 
The neutral can help parties clarify values and 
derive reasonable prices. A third party with hands-on 
litigation experience can help the parties analyze their cases 
and advise them on a settlement outcome. This is especially 
important when each party believes that it has a high 
probability of succeeding at trial. The minitrial is ideal 
for cases in which each side estimates that its chances of 
Success are 75 percent or higher. 
e. Deflates Unreasonable Expectations 
A neutral can deflate unreasonable claims and 


loosen commitments. The minitrial minimizes excessive 
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posturing and breaks down barriers and entrenched positions. 
The third-party neutral allows people to see with a fresh, 
unbiased perspective. 
f. Facilitates Continuation of Negotiations 
The neutral can keep negotiations going when they 
threaten to break down by being an advocate for agreement. 
The neutral holds communication lines open and helps each side 
save face. 
g. Promotes Acceptance of a Solution 
Finally, the neutral can articulate the rationale 
for agreement, thereby promoting acceptance of a satisfactory 


solution. 


These reasons will hold if the parties have done their 
homework and selected an appropriate neutral advisor, a person 
who is fanliliar with the industry and the types of issues that 
will be raised and the responses that will be made. Precisely 
because the neutral advisor is knowledgeable, the parties will 
trust his or her analysis of the probable outcome of the case 
should it go to trial, thus giving them a far greater 
incentive to reach agreement on their own. [Ref. 31:p. 11] 

6. Hold Settlement Talks Immediately 

Once the minitrial has concluded, the representatives, who 
have full authority to settle, should meet immediately to 


discuss how settlement can be reached. "Immediately" means 
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ust “that: as soon as the hearings have concluded, the 
representatives Should retire to a separate room and talk. In 
a few instances, representatives have waited to hear comments 
from the neutral advisor, or have permitted some time to go by 
for the advisor to seek additional evidence. [Ref. 14:p. 127] 
However, the preferred course is to talk immediately, for the 
Simple reason that the entire case is fresh. itm ald 
likelihood a spirit of goodwill has been engendered during the 
course of the exchange and this can be enough to carry the 
representatives through what could be difficult negotiations 
and what certainly will be critical moments of the entire 
process. 

In most cases, the representatives negotiate privately, 
that is, without their lawyers present. [Ref. 14:p. 129] If 
agreement is reached in principle, the lawyers will reenter 
the picture because they will need to put the agreement in 
writing. In virtually every case, the outcome of a minitrial 
1S a contract stating the rights and obligations of the 
parties and explicitly providing for the termination of any 
pending litigation. [Ref. 5:p. 223] 

7. Provide for Confidentiality 

The final common element of minitrials is confidentiality. 
The parties should agree in the protocol that the neutral 
advisor’s comments and written opinions, if any, will not be 


offered as evidence or for any other purpose at a subsequent 
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trial. The neutral advisor should be disqualified from acting 
aS an advisor, expert, or in any other capacity for either of 
the parties at any subsequent hearings. [Ref. 2:p. 24] Any 
documents, depositions, or statements made at the minitrial or 
in connection with it, including briefs submitted beforehand 
to the parties, should similarly be barred from use at any 
trial. [Ref. 2:p. 26) Many agreements explicitly state that 
even the fact that the minitrial took place is not to be 
referred to in the event that the settlement discussions fail. 

The protocol should not neglect the second element of 
confidentiality in that the parties be spared any discussion 
of the proceedings by the public at large (assuming, as most 
do, that the parties wish to keep it secret). Again, this can 
be provided for easily enough in the protocol, which can bar 
any of the parties, the lawyers, or the neutral advisor from 
disclosing the existence of the agreement to conduct the 
minitrial, and from discussing the matter before, during, or 
after the minitrial hearing. [Ref. 21:p. 80] 

Although there still remain legal uncertainties about the 
extent to which every facet of the minitrial can be kept 
confidential (especially where Government contracts are 
involved), much of it probably can be kept confidential. This 
assurance will provide an atmosphere in which the parties can 
confidently attempt to resolve the dispute quickly, cheaply, 


and with a minimum of rancor. 
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C. CATALYST FOR THE FUTURE 

Despite the obstacles mentioned earlier, the Government 
has already begun exploring ADR techniques, such as 
minitrials, because of several factors relating to litigation. 

The most obvious catalyst for exploration of alternative 
resolution techniques is the rising cost of litigation and the 
court delays which face all private parties, and with perhaps 
even greater force, the Government. Disputes between the DoD 
and its suppliers was the natural result of an increase in 
federal procurement spending and likewise, the downsizing has 
made DoD funds even more precious to defense contractors. 
Although the administrative appeals boards were designed as a 
streamlined alternative to court litigation, the costs are 
Still substantial because of the formal procedures of the 
boards. Minitrials, however, have resulted in substantial 
savings for those parties that have utilized them. For 
example, in the NASA/TRW case, which was the first minitrial 
used in the context of Government procurement, it was 
estimated that the savings "were probably more than $1 million 
in legal fees alone. [Ref. 22:p. 26]" 

Another factor making the minitrial particularly 
attractive to the Government is related to the required 
procedures of the Contract Disputes Act itself. The required 
disputes clause in Government contracts requires that Federal 
suppliers continue performance, notwithstanding a dispute with 


the Government. The contractor may not stop work and 
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immediately challenge in court' an agency order or contract 
interpretation. [TRef. 8:p. 118] Another mandatory clause in 
all Government contracts, the "Changes Clause", also allows 
the Government to insist upon changes to the contract during 
performance. [Ref. 8:p. 122] These allowable Government 
changes would of course be considered breaches of contract in 
a commercial setting. In exchange for these two conditional 
clauses, the Government must pay a fair amount for additional 
work. Problems arise, however, when the Government does not 
consider one of its directions as being a "change" in the 
contract. The contractor must continue to perform and leave 
for later the question of who will bear additional costs. An 
efficient, expedited resolution of the dispute by minitrial 
settlement would therefore lessen the adversarial roles 
between the Government and its supplier..."a phenomenon that 
serves the ongoing business relationship of the parties to 


Government contracts. [Ref. 22:p. 19]" 


D. CHAPTER SUMMARY 

This chapter dealt with possible applications of the 
minitrial to Department of Defense disputes. It first stated 
the obstacles that must be overcome in utilizing the 
mMinitrial, or for that matter, any form of alternative 
disputes resolution. The conditions necessary to produce 
success were then extensively detailed. They include 


negotiating the ground rules up front, limiting preparation 
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time, abbreviating the hearing, presenting "best" case, 
selecting a knowledgeable and neutral advisor, and providing 
for some sort of confidentiality. Finally, a recommendation 
was provided pushing the use of minitrials as a catalyst for 
resolving successfully disputes between the DoD and its 
defense contractors. 

The final chapter provides conclusions, recommendations 


for minitrial use, and areas for further research. 
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS SUMMARIZED 

Former Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 
Warren Burger, identified both the need and the potential 
opportunities for all forms of alternative disputes 
resolutions in the following words: 

Our distant forebearers moved slowly from trial by 
battle and other barbaric means of resolving conflicts of 
disputes, and we must move away from the total reliance on 
the adversary contests for resolving all disputes. For 
some disputes, trials will be the only means, but for 
Many, trials by the adversary contest must in time go the 
way of the ancient trial by battle and blood. Our system 
is too costly, too painful, too destructive, too 
inefficient for a truly civilized people. To rely on the 
adversary process as the principal means of resolving 
conflicting claims is a mistake that must be corrected. 
The plaintive cry of many frustrated litigants echoes what 
Hand said: "There must be a better way." [Ref. 6:p. 62] 

There is a better way; it is called alternative means of 

dispute resolution, or simply ADR. While some see ADR as 
merely a "fad" and question its specific utility in Government 
disputes, ADR has helped and continues to successfully help 
resolve private conflicts similar to those conflicts heard by 
the Boards of Contract Appeals. This thesis’ main contention 
is that it is time for the Department of Defense, and those 


individuals who deal with it, to explore seriously the 


potential uses for ADR, specifically the minitrial, and to 
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begin creating an atmosphere in which these methods can be 
more readily employed. 

The good news is that within the Government contracts 
community, a small but promising movement has begun away from 
the perilous trend of red tape, proceduralism, and intolerable 
delay. The bad news is that the movement is much too slow. 
There is almost universal agreement amongst contractors, DoD 
officials, Government attorneys, auditors, inspector generals, 
and administrative judges that Government contract appeals 
have become too complicated, too expensive, and altogether too 
time consuming. Despite Congress’ declared goals in the 
Contract Disputes Act of 1978 to encourage negotiated 
settlement by providing an expeditious alternative to court 
litigation, appeals now are rarely resolved expeditiously or 
inexpensively, in any forum. 

Why then, with all the principal participants in DoD 
disputes clamoring for some sort of change, did the ADR 
movement that was building in the mid 1980s, slow to a trickle 
in the early 1990s? 

The primary reason is that contracting officers fear being 
second-guessed by superiors, auditors, Congressmen, and/or the 
press. This fear significantly reduces any incentive to take 
sensible steps to settle a complex or controversial problem. 
Not surprisingly, this uncertainty can cause some defense 
contractors to prefer to appeal a decision rather than to 


waste their time negotiating what could be ae tenuous 
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settlement. Increasingly, management problems are handed over 
to lawyers and accountants to be resolved in forums hardly 
designed for efficiency. Often, the criteria used are only 
marginally relevant to the real issues in the dispute, 
resulting in an ever increasing caseload at the Boards and 
Courts. A common complaint is that the Boards themselves, 
originally created as a sort of alternative means of dispute 
resolution, have become too "judicialized." [Ref. 32:p. 89] 
The burdens of traditional litigation, the very situation the 
boards were created to avoid, are now virtually inevitable 
because of the increased use of depositions, discovery, and 
opinion writing. 

What is the solution? Although the numbers are small, the 
success rate for the Government utilization of the minitrial 
is excellent. Of the eleven cases that have been "minitried" 
by the Government, all but one settled. The potential for 
success is clearly evident, however, a new mind set must take 
place before any form of ADR becomes common practice. 

All dispute cases potentially are appropriate for ADR or 
minitrial use, except those which are clearly dependent on 
legal issues. If implemented properly, the minitrial is a 
useful alternative to litigation in the resolution of contract 
claims disputes when: there is close factual question as to 
entitlement, and there are experts who support both the 
Government’s and contractor’s position; when agreement has 


been reached as to entitlement, but the parties cannot agree 
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on quantum; and when legal or technical staff presents an 
overzealous assessment of the Government’s position. The 
minitrial can demonstrate to the contracting officer the 
weaknesses, aS well as the strengths, of the Government’s 
position. This enables the contracting officer to better 
assess the merits of the claim. 

To that end, the disputes claims that are most appropriate 
for minitrial resolution are: differing site disputes in 
which the parties disagree on the conditions of the site; 
disputes arising from the agency changing the work required 
under the contract; defects in contract specifications with 
which the contractor finds it impossible to comply; defective 
pricing audits; and disputes over construction and ship repair 


contracts. [Ref. 23:p. 4] 


B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

Advocates must now focus on selling the use of ADR 
techniques on an individual basis. Widespread dissemination 
of information on the processes and their benefits is needed 
to overcome the misconceptions and general unfamiliarity that 
block their acceptance. 

The full potential of the minitrial cannot be attained 
without a cultural change within most contracting agencies. 
Effective use of ADR means coming to grips with the dispute 
before reaching a dispositive solution. To mold genuine, 


enthusiastic support for ADR techniques, specifically the 
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minitrial, will require specific'and sustained efforts on many 
Fronts. Following are six recommendations for pushing ADR as 
a viable alternative to litigation: [Ref. 3:p. 24] 
1. Designation of "Disputes Resolution Advocates" within 
agencies and large contractor organizations, 


2. Stronger Federal policy statements encouraging ADR at 
the contracting officer level, 


3. Government contract clauses describing all ADR 
possibilities, 


4. More complex and comprehensive ADR test programs, 


5. Development of ADR training programs for both Government 
and industry personnel, and 


6. Evaluation of contracting officers on their 
effectiveness in managing contract disputes. 


To date, no compelling arguments have been made against 
the use of minitrials to supplement the overworked claims 
System. Prior experience in the private sector and limited 
Government application have both produced attractive results. 
The Government and defense contractors alike stand to benefit 
from the potential of time and cost savings, and decisions 
that are more tailored to the unique circumstances of each 
case. 

The Department of Defense should adopt policies promoting 
and encouraging the use of minitrials in resolving disputes. 
The DoD policy should encourage regular review of cases for 
susceptibility, with caution not to undermine the process 


with excessive regulations and standardization. The policy 
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should offer advice on how to document the process and justify 
settlements in order to protect decision makers. Policies 
should be supplemented with training and outreach efforts on 
minitrials and other ADR applications. Whether these efforts 
will suffice remains to be seen. However, without these kinds 
of initiatives, Government contract disputes will continue to 
be handled in a manner that leaves most parties dissatisfied. 


Clearly, "there must be a better way." 


C. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

As a result of this thesis, there are two possible areas 
for future research. The first is to try to determine why 
contracting officers are reluctant to utilize the minitrial, 
or any other form of ADR, and what can be done to make 
minitrials, not litigation, the desired form of dispute 
resoluticn. Secondly, in the same vein, research is needed to 
determine the reluctance of defense contractors in utilizing 
the minitrial technique. This research should include 
potential procedures and necessary modifications to current 
instructions that would be required in order to overcome the 


reluctance to ADR, and more specifically, the minitrial. 
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APPENDIX A 


_MINI-TRIAL PROTOCOL AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
AND 





This Mini-Trial Protocol Agreement (the “Protocol | 
| 


Agreement”), dated this Gay of , 19 





| 

| 

A 

is executed by ____[NAME) _____, ee 
behalf of the United States of America (the “United States! 
by [NAME} , on behalf of [NAME] : 
("XYZ Corp.”). | 
RECITALS | 

1. The United States and XYZ Corp. are 
currently engaged in litigation [or are about to engage in 


litigation] in the United States District Court for 


22 The United States and XYZ Corp. have i 






caecuen the use of a Mini-Trial. | 

3. This Protocol Agreement is intended to set forth] 
conditions under which the parties will conduct the Mini-T3 
thereby avoiding future disputes and disagreements. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, subject to the terms and conditions of 
Agreement, the parties mutually agree as follows: | 
i. The United States and XYZ Corp. will volun 


engage in a non-binding Mini-Trial on the issue of 
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Wys es w"s - 8 NE A ob dee bee : det wes NE A 


DEPENDING ON THE NATURE OF THE CASE] ._______. The Mini-Trial 
19___, at __[TIME OF DAY) 


will be held on WU 
meee LOCATON) 

2. The purpose of this Mini-Trial is to inform the 
principal participants of the position of each party on the 
issues in the case and the underlying bases of the parties’ 
positions. It is agreed that each party will have the 


opportunity and responsibility to present its “best case” on 


entitlement and quantum. 
2. The principal participants for the purpose of this 
for the United 


mini-trial will be _ 
States and _-___ fOr XYZ Corp. . The 
principal participants have the authority to settle the dispute 


or to make a recommendation concerning settlement. Each party 


will present its position to the principal participants through 


, for the 





that party’s designated representative, 


United States, and elo XYZ COErP. ; 





4. The parties have agreed that 
shall serve as a Neutral Advisor to the principals. The Neutral 


Advisor shall be compensated as set forth in the Financial 


prior involvement with this dispute or litigation and has agreed 
that he or she will not participate in the litigation should the 


Mini-Trial fail to resolve the dispute. The Neutral Advisor 


Agreement. The Advisor has warranted that he or she has had no 
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e- 3-2 


shall participate in the Mini-Trial proceedings and shall }; 





an opinion, upon request, on the following issues: 


5. All discovery will be completed in twenty working 


following the execution of this Protocol Agreement. Reset 





| 


‘party shall propound more than 15 interrogatories or reques 


__ 


admissions, including subparts; nor shall either party take 
than five depositions and no deposition shall last more thi 
three hours. Discovery taken during the period prior to th, 
Mini-Trial shall be admissible for all purposes in this | 
litigation to the same extent as any other discovery, neal 
any sthaesnene hearing before any court of competent autho: 
the event this Mini-Trial does not result in a resolution | 
matter.- It is agreed that the pursuit of discovery ae 


period prior to the Mini-Trial shall not restrict either Pi 







ability to take additional discovery at a later date. In 


particular, it is understood and agreed that partial depos. 


may be necessary to prepare for the Mini-Trial. If this mi 
is not resolved informally as a result of this procedure, 
complete depositions of the same individuals may be nace 
In that event, the partial depositions taken during this i 
period shall in no way foreclose additional depositions , | 
same individual into the same or additional subject matter 


later hearing. 
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6. The presentations at the Mini-Trial will be informal. 
The rules of evidence will not apply, and witnesses may provide 
testimony in narrative form. The principal participants may ask 
any questions of the witnesses. However, any questioning by the 
principals, other than that occurring during the period set aside 
for questions, shall be charged to the time period allowed for 


that party’s presentation of its case as delineated in Paragraph 





7. At the Mini-Trial proceeding, the representatives have 
the discretion to structure their presentations as desired. The 
presentation may include the testimony of expert witnesses, the 
use of audio visual aids, demonstrative evidence, depositions, 
and oral argument. The parties agree that stipulations will be 
utilized to the maximum extent possible. Any complete or partia. 
depositions taken in connection with the litigation in general, 
or in contemplation of the Mini-Trial proceedings, may be 
introduced at the Mini-Trial as information to assist the 
principal participants to understand the various aspects of the 
parties’ respective positions. The parties may use any type of 
written material which will further the progress of the Mini- 
Trial. The parties may, if desired, no later than __.__— weeks 
prior to commencement of the Mini-Trial, submit to the 
representatives for the opposing side a position paper of no mor | 


than 25 - 8 1/2” X 11” double spaced pages. No later than 





weeks(s) prior to commencement of the proceedings, the parties 





- 5 - 

will exchange copies of all documentary evidence proposed j 
at the Mini-Trial and a list of all witnesses. 
8. The Mini-Trial proceedings shall take one day. | 


morning’s proceedings shall begin at a.m. and shall ci 





until a.m. The afternoon’s proceedings shall begin| 





p.m. and continue until p.m. A sample sche 


follows: 

9:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. XYZ Corp.’s position and casi 
presentation. 

10:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. United States’ cross-examina‘ 

11:00 a.m. - 11:30 a.m. XYZ Corp.’s rebuttal. 

11:30 a.m. - 12:00 noon Open question and answer per} 

12:00 noon - 1:00 p.n. Lunch | 

1:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m. United States’ position and | 
presentation. 

2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. XYZ Corp.’s cross-examinatio 

33;00 pom. — 3:30 p.m United States’ rebuttal. | 

3:30 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. Open question and answer pel 

4:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. XYZ Corp.’s closing nguneei 

4:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. United States’ closing argum 

9. Within day(s) following the termination of | 





| 
Mini-Trial proceedings, the principal participants should : 


or confer, as often as they shall mutually agree might be 


productive for resolution of the dispute. If the parties 





unable to resolve the dispute within days following | 
| | 

| 

| 
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completion of the Mini-Trial, the Mini-Trial process shall be 
deemed terminated and the litigation will continue. 

10. No transcript or recording shall be made of the Mini- 
Trial proceedings. Except for discovery undertaken in connection 
with this Mini-Trial, all written material prepared specifically 
for utilization at the Mini-Trial, all oral presentations made, 
and all discussions between or among the parties and/or the 
Neutral Advisor at the Mini-Trial are confidential to all 
persons, and are inadmissible as evidence, whether or not for 
purposes of impeachment, in any pending or future court or 
administrative action which directly or indirectly involves the 
parties and the matter in dispute. However, if settlement is 
reached as aa result of the Mini-Trial, any and all information 
prepared for, and presented at the proceedings may be used to 
justify and document the subsequent settlement. Furthermore, 
evidence that is otherwise admissible shall not be rendered 
inadmissible as a Eerule of its use at the Mini-Trial. 

11. Each party has the right to terminate the Mini-Trial 
process at any time for any reason whatsoever. 

12. Upon execution of this protocol Agreement, if mutually 
deemed advisable by the parties, the United States and the 

XYZ Corp. shall file a joint motion to suspend 
proceedings in the appropriate court. The motion shall advise th 


court that the suspension is for the purpose of conducting a 


ds 


- JF = 
Mini-Trial. The court will be advised as to the time schec 


established for completing the Mini-Trial proceedings. 











DATED: DATED: 

BY: BY: 

Principal Representative for Principal Represent) 
the United States for | 

DATED: 

BY: 


Neutral Advisor 
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